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Chapter XIX 




SPRING AND SUMMER IN ITALY 

JOURNEY ACROSS FRANCE; MILAN AND THE LAKE OF 
COMO; TROUBLE OVER ALLEGRA; JOURNEY TO 
LEGHORN; READING AND WRITING AT 
THE BATHS OF LUCCA; NEWS FROM ENGLAI^D; 
DEPARTURE FOR VENICE 


There were eight in the little party of emigrants — Shelley and 
Mary and their two children, Claire and Allegra, the Swiss nurse 
Elise, and Amelia (“ Milly ”) Shields, who had been engaged as 
a second nurse some months earlier at Marlow. The passage 
was short, but rough. Allegra and William were seasick, and a 
Mrs. Have, a fellow voyager, was both seasick and terrified. 
For the latter affliction she found comfort in repeating the Lord’s 
Prayer, but growing too miserable to pray, she ordered prayers 
continued by her maidservant. 

They landed at Calais on Thursday, March 12, 1818; and 
spent the night at the Grand Cerf hotel. The next day they 
bought a carriage, loaded their belongings, and set out in the 
afternoon for Saint-Omer. Here they found the city gates al- 
ready closed for the night, but after an hour’s delay they were 
admitted upon a promise of “ remembering the guard.” Thence 
to Lyon required seven days of rough, uncomfortable travel. 
On the 14th they slept at Douai, on the 15th at La F^re*( “a 
miserable town,” according to Claire), the 17th at Reims, the 
18th at Saint-Dizier, the 19th at Langres, the 20th at Dijon 
(Le Chapeau Rouge), and on the 21st at Lyon. ’Between La 
Fere and Reims the road was so bad that the carriage was in 
constant danger of overturning. At M4con they were delayed 

3 


Journey across France 


» [1818 

1 

three hours by the breaking of a carriage-spring. Here, as pre- 
viously, Shelley sought to beguile the tedium by reading Schle- 
gel^aloud. • 

Having arrived at Lyon, the party put up at the Hotel de 
TEurope and allowed themselves four days of rest and recrea- 
tion. “ Lyons,” Claire wrote in her journal, “ is a most Beauti- 
ful City, but its best parts are all the work of Napoleon.” Mary 
wrote; 

Sunday, Mar. 22. — A fine pleasant day. We agree with a voiturier 
to take us to Milan, and then walk out by the side of the river until 
its confluence with the Saone. We can see from here Jura and Mont 
Blanc, and the whole sce^ne reminds us of Geneva. After dinner, 
our voiturier comes, and we have a long conversation with him 
about the state of iyons, and passed events in it. He was here in 
the revolutionary times. After this, we ride out by the river-side, 
and see thethoon rise, broad and red, and behind the Alps. Shelley 
writes to Lord Byron. 

Monday, Mar. 23. — Walk out in the morning. After dinner, we 
ride to the Isle de Barbe, where there is a fete. In the evening we 
go to the Cornedie, which is very amusing. [Uhomme Gris ef le 
Physiognomisto, according to Claire.] 

After the weeks of strain and discomfort Shelley's spirits were 
again rising. From Lyon he wrote to Leigh Hunt: 

We have journeyed towards the spring, that has been hastening to 
meet*us from the south; and though our weather was at first abom- 
inable, we have now warm sunny days, and soft winds, and a sky 
of deep azure, the most serene I ever saw. The heat in this city 
to-day like that of London in the midst of summer. My spirits and 
health sympathize in the change. Indeed, before I left London, my 
spirits were as feeble as my health, and I had demands upon them 
which I found diflScult to supply.^ 

STielley now took the first occasion to read Foliage, Hunt's 
recent volume of poems, and to record his pleasure. “The 
Nymphs,”* hg thought was “truly poetical; but he ventured 
gently to object to Hunt's use of the word “ glib.” He did not 
mention the sonnets to himself that he had undpuBtedly seen 
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Entering Savoy 

'before leaving England, the re-reading of which must have 
helped raise his spirits. 

A letter was dispatched to the indifferent Lord Byron in- 
forming him of Allegra’s coming arrival at Milan, and the jc/ur- 
ney was resumed. They were now passing through wooded 
valleys dotted with white chateaux and scattered cottages. 
Everywhere they saw grapevines trellised upon huge stakes, 
and “ lofty orchards of apple and pear trees, the twigs of which 
were just becoming purple with the bursting blossoms.” ^ Early 
the first day (March 26) they reached the boundaries of Savoy 
at Pont Bonvoisin. Here, in the middle of a bridge guarded 
at one end by the soldiers of France and at the other by those 
of Savoy, they submitted with some n?isgivings to the customs 
examination. Shelley s luggage contained books by Rousseau 
and Voltaire, both proscribed authors in Savoyard territory. 
After some discussion the books were sent to Chambery to be 
examined by the censor — a priest, as Shelley noted. Another 
priest, an English canon who had met Sir Timothy Shelley at the 
Duke of Norfolk’s, came to Shelley’s aid, aild probably averted 
the usual fate of such books, destruction by fire.'* The books 
were detained, but by the middle of July they were again in 
Shelley’s possession.^ While the party waited a day ( March 27 ) 
at Chambery, they were visited by the mother, father-in-law, 
and little daughter of Elise, their Swiss nurse. 

They were now in the midst of such magnificent jnountain 
scenery as had never failed to stimulate Shelley’s imagination. 
They had crossed the Echelles to Chambery over the high, 
winding road cut through the perpendicular rocks by Charles 
Emmanuel, Duke of Savoy, in 1582. “ The rocks,” as Shelley 
wrote of this passage, 

which cannot be less than a thousand feet in perpendicular height, 
sometimes overhang the road on each side, and almost shut out the 
sky. The scene is like that described in the Prometheus of Aeschylus. 
Vast rifts and caverns in the granite precipices, wintry mountains 
with ice and snow above; the loud sounds of unseen waters within 
the caverns, and walls of toppling rocks, only to be scaled as he de- 
scribed, bythe^ winged chariot of the ocean nymphs.® 
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Across the AlpsUnto Italy * ^ fl818^ 

In these words we have the definite starting-point of Shelley’/ 
greatest poem, which was to be begun five months later. Passing 
the same spot on her sad return to England in 1823, Mary Shelley 
* wrote that “ the dark high precipices towering above gave Shcl - 
ley the idea of his Prometheus.” * 

Leaving Chamb^ry, they could see the sunlight flashing from 
the highest Alps. Soon they were enclosed by valleys as they 
followed the windings of a river higher and higher. At Saint- 
Jean-de-Maurienne, where they slept the first night, the town 
was deep in snow. As they ascended Mont Cenis next morning, 
the snow on the edges of the road was as high as their carriage. 
On M^rch 30, two days after leaving Chambery, they crossed 
Mont Cenis, blessing NApoleon for having improved the road, 
and stopped at Susa, the first town in cisalpine Italy. 

To Mary, though she enjoyed the mountain scenery, there 
was “ something dreadful ” in travelling on the edge of an over- 
hanging precipice that was “ armoured from top to bottom with 
a cascade of ice.” Shelley felt the cold of the higher altitudes 
as a discomfort, but he was elated. Marlow with its dampness 
and debts, Go(iwin with his incessant demands and ungracious 
lack of friendship, were far behind; over the Alps, as Napoleon 
had^aid, layltalJJ Like Ca3sar^”veterans singing their Ecce 
Caesar nunc triumpnat through the streets of Rome, Shelley sang 
all the way as they climbed the last heights of the pass over 
Mont Cenis: 

• Now Heaven neglected is by Men 

And Gods are hung upon every tree 
But not the more for [loss] of them 
Shall this fair world unhappy be.^ 

The mountains, he asse rted , were God’s Corps de Ballet.® 

snoviTaH^ ice of Mont Cenis were rioWlSehind'TKem; 
ahead and below them were green, sunny slopes and wooded 
glades. Primroses were blooming everywhere. The air was full 
of the fragrance of fruit trees in full bloom — “A sky without 
one cloud* — everything bright and serene — the cloudless sky 
of Italy — the bright and the beautiful.” ® 

“ No sooner had we arrived in Italy,” Shelley wrote to Pea- 
cock, 
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^ than the loveliness of the earth and the serenity of the sky, made the 
greatest difference in my sensations — I depend on these things for 
life; for in the smoke of cities and the tumult of human kind and 
the chilling fogs and rain of our own country I can hardly be said 
to live. With what delight did I hear the woman who conducted 
us to see the triumphal arch of Augustus at Susa, speak the clear 
and complete language of Italy, tho half unintelligible to me, after 
that nasal and abbreviated cacophony of the French! A ruined 
arch of magnificent proportions in the Greek taste, standing in a kind 
of road of green lawn, overgrown with violets and primroses, and 
in the midst of stupendous mountains, and a blonde woman, of light 
and graceful manners, something in the style of Fuseli’s Eve were 
the first tilings we met in Italy.^^ 

Unsuspected as yet were the troubles into which Claire's 
relations with Byron were to plunge the whole party, or the 
deep mystery, perhaps never to be fully unravelled;, which was 
to culminate nine months later in Naples. 

A day's journey from Susa brought the party to Turin 
(March 31), where they attended a rather indifferent opera. 
Thence it was three days of leisurely travel to '‘Milan, their first 
pause of more than one day since leaving Lyon on March 25. 
The countryside was now less picturesque, ‘but they were still 
delighted with Italy. Mary wrote to the Hunts: 

Italy appears a far more civilised place than France; you see more 
signs of cultivation and work and you meet multitude«-3f peasants 
on the road driving carts drawn by the most beautiful oxen I ever 
saw. They are of a delicate dove colour with eyes that remind you 
of, and .justify the Homeric epithet, ox-eyed Juno, In France you 
might travel many miles and not meet a single creature, ’fhe inns 
are infinitely better and the bread, which is uneatable in France, is 
here the finest and whitest in the world. There is a disconsolate air 
of discomfort in France that is quite wretched. In Italy we breathe 
a different air and everything is pleasant around us.^^ 


At Milan, which they reached on the evening of April 4, the 
party lodged at the Hotel Reale. The next day they visited the 
cathedral. ‘‘ The.Cathedral here is something wonderful. I can 

7 



' . • t 

Milan and Como * ^ [1818 

conceive- of no building that partakes more perfectly of the na- 
ture of air and heaven,” Claire wrote in her journal. “The 
carved piimacles whiter than snow rise into the clouds. The 
“dazzling white of the marble and the immensity of the work 
impress one with the belief of the aid of some supernatural 
power.” Shelley’s next letter to Peacock ( April 20 ) described 
the cathedral even more enthusiastically. Mary’s more laconic 
journal calls it simply “ very fine.” 

The same evening (April 5) they were delighted with the 
ballet of the Milan opera. Even though they missed their fa- 
vourite Mademoiselle Melanie of the London opera, Shelley 
thought the performance “’the most splendid spectacle I ever 
saw,” and Mary called it * infinitely magnificent.” “ I like this 
town,” Mary added. “ We think, however, of spending the sum- 
mer on the banks of the lake of Como, which is only twenty 
miles from here. Shelley’s health is infinitely improved and the 
rest of the chicks are quite well.” Already Shelley’s head was 
full of literary schemes to be put into practice as soon as they 
were settled. Tlie fitst of these was a dramatic poem on the 
life of Tasso. On April 6 Shelley and Mary began reading 
Tasso’s Aminta together, and Shelley began reading a life of 
Tasso. 

After writing letters to the Hunts and Peacock, Shelley and 
Mary left Claire and the rest of the party at Milan and set out 
for fhe of Como to find a house for the summer. “ This 
lake,’* wrote Shelley after his return, “ exceeds anything I ever 
beheld in beauty with the exception of the arbutus islands of 
Killamey.”^* Mary, who had never seen Killamey, wrote in 
her joilliial, “ Nothing can be more divine than the shores of 
this lovely lake.” They examined three houses, one of which 
was too small and one of which was out of repair, with a beauti- 
ful garden “full of serpents.” The third. Villa Pliniana, they 
hoped to secure for the svunmer. Shelley sent Peacock an en- 
thusiastic description of it in his next letter.^® 

While af Como it occurred to Shelley that his pistol had been 
loaded ever since the departure from England and that the 
charge might have become inefFective during the journey. Pis- 
tol in hand, he set out to find a solitary spot* where he could 
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discharge and reload it, not noticing at first that he was being 
followed by two men. The men came up, revealed themselves 
as .police, and politely took him into custody for carrying £re- 
arms contrary to law. In spite of his expostulations they carried 
him before an equally polite local prefect, who released him 
from arrest but would not return the pistol until Madame Shel- 
ley came before him and certified that her husband had no 
intention of shooting himself with it.^® 

On the 12th of April Shelley and Mary were back in Milan, 
where Claire had beguiled their three days’ absence in reading 
some nine plays of Moliere and the life of Tasso, and in riding 
in the Corso in the evening and visiting the cathedral. The 
next two or three days passed uneventfully in reading, riding 
in the Corso, writing letters, and playing chess. 


Already there was trouble in the oflSng. Byron had not yet 
answered the letter written from Lyon asking his wishes with 
regard to Allegra. Shelley wrote him again orj' April 13: 

Will you spend a few weeks with us this summer? Our mode of 
life is uniform, and such as you remember it at Geneva, and the sit- 
uation which I imagine we have chosen (the Villa Pliniana) is soli- 
tary, and surrounded by scenery of astonishing grandeur, with the 
lake at our feet. If you would visit us — and I don’t know where 
you could find a heartier welcome — little Allegra might ietiurv with 
you.^'^ 

But Byron was resolved to have nothing more to do with 
Claire, and he was somewhat suspicious of Shelley’s efiForts. 
Writing to his friend Hobhouse shortly after the receipt of this 
letter, he remarked: “ Shelley has got to Milan with the. bastard, 
and its mother; but wont send the shild [sic] unless I will go 
and see the mother. I have sent a messenger for the shild, but 
I can’t leave my quarters and have ‘ sworn an oath.’ ” What 
Byron wrote to Shelley has been lost, but may be iafrly well 
tmderstood-...'from Shelley’s answer. Byron’s letter arrived on 
April 21, on which day Claire wrote in her journal: “ Letter 
from Alb6. Nothing but Discomfort.” Byron offered to take 
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Shelley Pleads for Claire • [1818^ 

Allegra and jlrovide for her, but only on condition that Claire 
should resign her completely and absolutely to his care. 

Shelley knew himself to be half-suspected by Byron; he re- 
garded Allegra almost as one of his own children; and he was 
tom and agonized by Claires distress. Under these circum- 
stances the tact and humanity of his answering letter does him 
infinite credit: 


Milan, 

April 22, 1818. 

My Dear Lord Byron, 

Clare will write to you herself a detail of her motives and feelings 
relating to Allegra s being^bsent as you desire. Her interference as 
the mother of course supersedes min», which was never undertaken 
but from the deep interest I have ever felt for all the parties con- 
cerned. Here my letter might well close, but that I would not the 
affair shoulff finish so. 

You write as if from the instant of its departure all future inter- 
course were to cease between Clare and her child. This I cannot 
think you ought ^o h^ve expected, or even to have desired. Let us 
estimate our own sensations, and consider, if those of a father be 
acute, what must be those of a mother? What should we think of a 
woman who should Yesign her infant child with no prospect of ever 
seeing it again, even to a father in whose tenderness she entirely 
confided? If she forces herself to such a sacrifice for the sake of her 
child's welfare, there is something heroically great in thus trampling 
upon^ the yUDngest affections, and even the most unappeasable in- 
stincts of our nature. But the world will not judge so; she would 
be despised as an unnatural mother, even by those who might see 
little to condemn in her becoming a mother without the formalities 
of marriage. She would thus resign her only good, and take to her- 
self, in its stead, contempt on every hand. Besides, she might say, 
" What assurance have I of the tenderness of the father for his child, 
if he treats the feelings of the mother with so little consideration? ” 
Not to mention, that the child itself would, on this supposition, grow 
up either in ignorance, or in contempt of one of its parents; a state 
of things full of danger. I know the arguments present in your mind 
on this subject; but surely, rank and reputation, and prudence are 
as nothing in comparison to a mother s claims. If it shpuld be re- 
corded that you had sought to violate these, the opinion of the world 
might indeed be fixed on you, with such blame as your friends could 
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not justify; and wholly unlike those ridiculous and uaifounded tales 
which are told of every person of eminent powers, and which make 
your friends so many in England, at the expense of those who fabri- 
cated them. I assure you, my dear Lord Byron, I speak earnestly, 
and sincerely. It is not that I wish to make out a case for Clare; 
my interest^ as you must be aware, is entirely on the opposite side. 
Nor have I in any manner influenced her. I have esteemed it a duty 
to leave her to the impulse of her own feelings in a case where, if 
she has no feeling, she has no claim. But in truth, if she is to be 
brought to part with her child, she requires reassurance and tender- 
ness. A tie so near the heart should not be rudely snapt. It was in 
this persuasion that I hoped (I had a thousand other reasons for 
wishing to see you ) that you would have accepted our invitation to 
the Pliniana. Clare’s pain would then have been mitigated by the 
prospect of seeing her child with you, and she would have been 
reassured of the fears which your letter has just confirmed, by the 
idea of a repetition of the visit. Your conduct must at present wear 
' the aspect of great cruelty, however you justify it to yourself, purely, 
it is better iJF we err, to err on the side of kindness^ „than of ri gour. 
‘You can stop when you please; and you are not so infirm of purpose 
that soothing words, and gentle conduct need betray you in essential 
matters further than you mean to go. 

I am a third person in this painful controversy, who, in the in- 
vidious oflBce of mediator, can have no interest, but in the interests 
of those concerned. I am now deprived of the power to act; but I 
would willingly persuade. . . 

Even this letter did not entirely remove Byron's distrust and 
irritation. Perhaps it would have done so but for the wild letters 
that Claire was now writing him. Very likely these letters ac- 
cused Byron of violating his promise at Diodati to lea»’e the 
child in her possession imtil it was seven years old. Neverthe- 
less Claire decided to accept Byron’s terms. On April 30 Shel- 
ley wrote tq,Byron with a firmness that compelled respect: 

Allow me also to repeat my assertion that Clare’s late conduct with 
respect to the child was wholly unconnected with, and uninfluenced 
by me. The correspondence from which these misinterpretations 
have arisen was undertaken on my part solely because you refused 
to correspond w.ith Clare. My conduct in the affair has been simple, 
and inteUigible. I aem sorry that I misunderstood your letter; and I 
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hope that on btetth sides there is here an end of misunderstandings. 

You will find your little Allegra quite well. I think she is the most 
lovely and engaging child I ever beheld. Tell us what you think of 
her, ’and whether, or no, she equals your expectations. Her attefi'i- 
ant is not the servant whom I alluded to in my last letter; but a 
Swiss, who has attended my own children, in whom Mrs. S[helley] 
entirely confides, and who even quits us somewhat unwillingly, and 
whom Mary parts with solely that Clare and yourself may be as- 
sured that Allegra will be attended almost with a mother s care. 

Clare, as you may imagine, is dreadfully unhappy. As you have 
not written to her, it has been a kind of custom that she should see 
your letters; and I daresay you know that you have sometimes said 
things which I do not think you would have addressed to her. It 
could not in any way compromise you to be cautious in this respect, 
as, unless you write to her, I cannot well refuse to let her see your 
letters. I have not seen any of those which she has written to you; 
nor even have I often known when they were sent.^® 

In the same letter Shelley informed Byron that he had been 
imable to take the Villa Pliniana and that his party would leave 
next day for Pisa. Claire was wretchedly disconsolate, and the 
use of some letters of introduction at Pisa might serve to divert 
her melancholy. Her melancholy, and perhaps also something 
of the final outcome, had been foreseen by Shelley, who was 
further alarmed by an unfavourable account of Byron s life in 
Venice that he received from a Venetian with whom he fell into 
conversafioh at the Post Ofiice. He had urged Claire not to part 
with Allegra on Byron’s terms.^^ But Claire pinned her hopes 
on a future softening of Byron’s attitude, and Allegra departed 
with Elise on April 28. 

Shelley’s state of health almost invariably reflected his 
emotional crises. He had arrived in Italy feeling unusually fit, 
but Mary now wrote in her journal for April 22: ‘^Shelley un- 
well; he reads the ‘ Paradiso; ’ writes to Alb^.” Other than this 
there is no indication in the reticent, impersonal journals of 
either Mary or Claire that the whole household was in a state 
of emotional strain. They rode in the Corso, walked in the 
public gardens with the children, visited the cathedral, enjoyed 
the opera, played chess, wrote and received letters, wrote Italian 
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Journey io Pisa 

exercises, and read Dante and Clarissa Harlowe in Italian and 
Wieland’s Aristippus in a French translation. 

The journey from Milan to Pisa occupied seven days, May 1-7. ’ 
On the first night thej^ slept at Piacenza, on May 2 at Parma 
(“a dear town,” according to Mary), on the 3rd at Modena. 
Hitherto their road had been mostly through a fertile plain 
where the fields of grain were studded with trees up which 
grapevines were trained and then festooned from tree to tree. 
On May 4 they dined at Bologna and slept at a solitary inn high 
up in the Apennines.*® Very likely it was at this inn, while the 
keen winds whistled without, that Shelley wrote the fragjnentary 
poem known as “Passage of the Apennines,” his first poetic 
composition since leaving England: 

Listen, listen, Mary mine. 

To the whisper of the Apennine, 

It bursts on the roof like the thunder’s roar, 

Or like the sea on a northern shore. 

Heard in its raging ebb and flow 
By the captives pent in the cave below. 

The Apennine in the light of day 
Is a mighty mountain dim and gray. 

Which between the earth and the sky doth lay [sic]; 

But when night comes, a chaos dread 
On the dim starlight then is spread, 

And the Apennine walks abroad with the storm 
Shrouding ... ^ 

Throughout the next day they travelled across chestnut- 
wooded ridges very diflFerent from the rugged Alps, and slept 
at the village of Barberino. On May 6 they began descending 
the valley of the Amo toward Pisa. That night they slept at La 
Scala, and next day they arrived at Pisa and put up at the Tre 
Donzelle. During their journey the sky had been regularly high 
and cloudless, in spite of constant winds. Claire, the most de- i 
jected member of the party, felt some hope that “ thp long strait 
road I see before me will take me to some place*where I shall . 
be happier.” 
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Impressions of Italian People 

Pisa did not at first seem to be such a place. Wherevei they 
went, Shelley. M ary, and Claire were al\yays sensitiye to any 
contrast between the beauty of nature and art and the degrada- 
tion ^of inan. It had been so in Switzerland and when they 
crossed Sayoy. It could hardly be less so in Italy, a country, 
or rather ten countries, that had experienced the enlightened 
tyranny of Napoleon only to be returned by the Congress of 
Vienna to the reactionary domination of Austria, the Pope, and 
some fiye or six hereditary Habsburgs and Bourbons to whom 
the French Reyolution was a nightmare they could neither for- 
get nor successfully ignore. 

In Milan Shelley had •already begun to feel this contrast. 
“The people here,” he had written 'to Peacock, “though in- 
oflFensiye enough, seem both in body and soul a miserable race. 
The men are hardly men; they look like a tribe of stupid and 
shriyelled slayes, and I do not think that I haye seen a gleam of 
intelligence in the countenance of man since I passed the 
Alps.” Though they .admired the cathedral and the leaning 
tower of Pisa, they were far more^ impressed by a general air 
of poyerty and wretchedness in the town. The streets were 
cleaned by a numerous gang of conyicts, clad in red and chained 
together two-and-two. “All the day long one hears the slow 
clanking of their chains, and the rumbling of the cart they drag 
as if tkey were so many Beasts of Burden and if one goes to 
the window or" is sure to see their yellow faces and emaciated 
forms.” The sight was to become a familiar one to Shelley 
during the rest of his life, but he neyer conquered the agitation 
which if’caused him.^® 


They tarried at Pisa a few days, long enough to hear from Elise 
( May 8 ) of her safe arriyal in Venice with Allegra. Proceeding 
next day to Leghorn (Liyomo), they put up for a few days at 
the Acquila Nera and then took apartments.*’’ 

For nearly two months Shelley’s party had been almost con- 
stantly on Ae moye, meeting no one they knew, forming no 
hew acquaintances except a yery few which were immediately 
feyered. Apparently they had receiyed only one English letter, 
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Pisa and the G&hornes 


from Peacock. At Leghorn, though they did not originally in- 
tend it, they settled down for a month. Leghorn was a noisy 
trading city, a seaport containing a number of English busi- 
ness houses. The Shelleys were none too delighted with this 
“ Wapping of Italy.” Mary’s journal on the day of their ar- 
rival labelled it “ a stupid town,” and Shelley described it to 
Peacock as “ the most unattractive of cities.” 

Here the Shelleys were to present a letter of introduction 
from Godwin to Mrs. John' GisKome, better known as Maria 
Gisborne. Long ago in London Mrs. Gisborne, then Mrs. Re- 
veley, a beautiful young matron of uhusual musical and artistic 
abilities, had been an admiring friend of both Godwin and 
Mary Wollstonecraft. When Mary Wollstonecraft died after 
childbirth and left a helpless, bookish widower in charge of the 
infant Fanny Imlay and the newly-bom Mary Godwin, Mrs. 
Reveley had taken Mary into her own home. After her hus- 
band’s death two years later she declined Godwin^ almost im- 
mediate proposal of marriage. On the first evening that the 
Shelleys spent in Leghorn she called with her second husband 
on the young woman to whom she had been almost a foster- 
mother twenty years before. “ She is reserved,” Mary wrote in 
her journal that night ( May 9 ) , “ yet with easy manners.” The 
next day they had a long talk about Mary’s parents, and there- 
after the Shelleys and Gisbomes were constantly^^lling upon 
each other or taking long walks together. It was principally 
on her account that the Shelleys remained over a month in 
Leghorn. 

Mary wrote to her father an account of her new friend that 
thrilled even his stoic mind with the memory of a time when 
he had been comparatively warm-hearted. "I was extremely 
gratified by your account of Mrs. Gisborne,” he answered. “ I 
have not seen her I believe these twenty years; I think not since 
she was Mrs. Gisborne; and yet by your description she is still 
a delightful woman. How inexpressibly pleasing it is to call 
back the recollections of years long past, and especially when 
the recollection belongs to a person in whom pne has deeply 
interested oneself, as I did in Mrs. Reveley. I can hardly hope 
for so greai>a pleasure as it would be to see her again.” What 
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a pity, Mary must have thought on reading this, that he did not 
contrive to marry her instead of that odious Mrs. Clairmont. 

Mrs. Gisborne, a woman of forty-eight, was not handsome, 
Jbut her features were good; there was a pleasant expression 
about her mouth and eyes that marked her immediately as 
sensitive and intelligent. She had the calm, slightly reserved 
manner that can sympathize with enthusiasm without catching 
fire from it, and when she spoke, which was not too often, she 
dropped her words, as Leigh Hunt said, “ deliciously.” She 
reminded Shelley of his early friend Mrs. Boinville, whose good 
sense and liberal principle he said she approached, but hardly 
equalled. After weeks of travel and mere day-to-day conversa- 
tion with strangers the intelligent talk of such an understanding 
person was enough in itself to make Leghorn attractive to the 
Shelleys. 

Mr. Gisborne was an unsuccessful merchant who had retired 
on the remiflnder of his property and had devoted himself for 
some years mainly to his books and the education of his stepson. 
He was a prosy, thin-lipped, placid man with a receding fore- 
head and a nose, in Shelley s phrase, “ quite Slawkenbergian ” 
— a most prodigious nose, in fact, which Shelley could never 
forget. Nor could he completely forgive it, for it was “ the sort 
of nose which transforms all the g’s its wearer utters into k s.” 
Both the Shelleys thought him quite a bore; it amused Shelley 
to indulge in a classical pun for Hogg’s benefit by describing 
him as “ of the Erymanthian breed.” “ Perhaps I do him an 
injustice,’^ Shelley added after another such characterization, 
and Peacock commented: " I think he did. I found Mr. Gis- 
borne an agreeable and well-informed man.” ” 

Mrs. Gisborne’s son by her first marriage, Henry Reveley, 
was a young man of about thirty, “ an excellent fellow,” as Shel- 
ley thought, “ but not very communicative.” Henry was an 
engineer who had received the best training Italy could offer. 
In 1818 he was busily at work on the construction of a steamboat 
that he hoped would revolutionize maritime traffic in the Medi- 
terranean.' l}is.room was a jumble of nautical instruments, books 
on mathematics, engine-models, “ Great screws, and cones, and 
wheels, and grooved blocks.” His talk, when he occasionally 
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took part in the evening strolls, was doubtless of the project that 
filled his mind and time. On May 28 the Shelleys went with 
him and the Gisbomes to see his engine. Henry was full of high 
hopes, and Shelley, listening, lived again in his old dre^m of 
science regenerating the world. Within two years this Engine 
was to damage his purse and all but wreck the longest and one 
of the most satisfying friendships that he formed in Italy. 

There were a good many other English people in Leghorn, 
but Mary’s journal mentions only two of them, a Mrs. Partridge, 
who accompanied them on their usual evening walk with the 
Gisbomes on June 5, and a Mr. Beil?)y, who called later in the 
same evening and who walked with them on May 17. By hear- 
say rather thah by experience they made their first acquaintance 
with the Italian way of receiving callers. “ They told us that 
whenever you call at an Italian house the servant always puts 
her head out of the window and demands, chi e, whatever time 
of day or night it may be. The proper answer to tJiis question 
is amici, but those people [who] do not know the proper reply 
are terribly puzzled to know what to answer to this chi e which 
meets them at every comer.” Assemblies, to the English, were 
not really assemblies. “ There are no refreshments and the Eng- 
lish complain that they do not know what to do when they 
come in, for there is no appearance of receiving vjjyts; Jot the 
company instead of assembling together are dispersed in parties 
about the room.” 

As usual, the Shelleys spent much of their time in reading. 
Shelley read the Hippolytus of Euripides, and thff Electra, 
Ajax, and Philoctetes of Sophocles, Ariosto’s sixth canto with 
Mary, and Manso’s life of Tasso. " I have devoted this summer, 
and indeed the next year, to the composition of a tragedy on 
the subject of Tasso’s madness, which I find upon inspection is, 
if properly treated, admirably dramatic and poetical,” Shelley 
had written to Peacock.®^ Probably here or during the next two 
months at Bagni di Lucca he wrote the two short fragments 
which §re all tfiat he accomplished toward fulfilliijg one of his 
favourite projects. Mary, often the more extensive reader, read 
Lucian in translation and Terence’s Phormio apparently in 
Latin, Gozjd’s Z^heide and Melarance, the Arabian Nights in 
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French, Voltaire’s Zaire, Alzire, Mahomet, Mhope,,an6. Semir- 
amis, and several cantos of Ariosto. On May 25 she finished 
copying the manuscript history of Beatrice Cenci which was 
later to furnish the materials for Shelley’s tragedy of The Cenci. 
Claire’s journal in May and June trailed oflF into brief daily 
translations from her German reading and thereafter ceased ( or 
at least is no longer extant) until August 1820. 

Summer was now approaching, when all who could leave the 
hot lowland cities sought a retreat in the mountains. The Shel- 
leys did not find Leghorn uncomfortably hot, but they did object 
to its noise and bustle. On May 26 Shelley departed with Mary 
or Claire for Bagni di Lucca, in the Apennines, about sixty 
miles nohh of Leghorn, to arrange for a summer home. He re- 
turned two days later and on June 11 the Shelleys travelled 
to Bagni di Lucca and settled in the house (Casa Beflini) that 
Shelley had^engaged. * 


The nine weeks during which they were settled at Bagni di 
Lucca were among the most comfortable weeks spent in Italy. 
They had a small house, but sufficiently commodious, clean, 
freshly painted and furnished, with a small garden at the end 
of which vfflg a thick laurel grove.*® After the grating noise of 
Leghorn it was soothing to hear only the sound of the river 
rushing through its valley below their little villa. The hills were 
picturesque and were covered with chestnut woods through 
which nwnerous paths ofiFered opportunities for long quiet 
walks. 

As yet the Baths were not crowded. The Casino, which usu- 
ally oflFered every kind of amusement, particularly dancing, was 
still closed. Their only caller at first was a Signor Chiappa, prob- 
ably their landlord. He was dull enough, but he was at least 
useful in providing them with servants — a cleaning-woman “ to 
do the dirty work ” at one paul a day, and a cook and general 
factotum named Paolo Foggi, at three pauls daily. Paplo was 
a great treasure. He cooked acceptably and managed all the 
little details of domestic economy so neatly and cleanly, without 
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bothersome consultations, that he was able to cheat his em- 
ployers from the first in comparative security. They knew his 
dishonesty, but ignored it, not realizing what a bitter price it 
jvas to cost them in the end. 

All that was needed was the sympathetic company of the Gis- 
bomes, whom they immediately tried to induce to join them. 
But the Gisbomes were now involved in exasperating complica- 
tions of a legal or financial nature over Henry’s steam engine 
and felt compelled to stay in Leghorn, where they amused them- 
selves with a kaleidoscope built by^Henry according to a de- 
scription Shelley had received from Hogg.®® 

Throughout June, Shelley and Mary settled into their beloved 
quiet routine of reading and walking. Signor Chiappa appears 
to have troubled them only once or twice with his tiresome calls, 
and they *jaw no one else. Shelley continued to read mainly in 
the Greek classics, Xenophon’s Memorabilia, and Ajistophanes’ 
Clouds, Plutus, and Lysistrata, and Barthelemy’s AnacharsisJ^ 
He continued reading Ariosto with Mary. He also read aloud 
part of Spenser’s Shepherd’s Calendar and Hume’s History of 
England. Mary read mainly Ariosto and the Latin classics — 
the ^neid, Horace, and Livy. But she also read in Gibbon, and 
Ben Jonson’s Every Man in His Humour and Volpone. 

Late June and early July brought to the Baths a r^nsicjerable 
number of new people, particularly English people. “We see 
none but English,” Mary complained to Mrs. Gisborne. 

We hear nothing but English spoken. The walks are filled \Vith Eng- 
lish nursery-maids — a kind of animal I by no means like — and 
dashing, staring English-women, who surprise the Italians (who 
always are carried about in sedan chairs ) by riding on horseback. 
For us, we generally walk, except last Tuesday [June 30], when 
Shelley and I took a long ride to II Prato Fiorito, a flowery meadow 
on the top of one of the neighbouring Apennines. We rode among 
chestnut woods, hearing the noisy cicala, and there was nothing dis- 
agreeable in it except Ae steepness of the ascent. The woods about 
here are in every way delightful, especially when they are plain, 
with grassy walks through them. They are filled with’sweet singing 
birds, and not long ago we heard a cuckoo. Mr. Shelley wishes to 
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go with me to Monte Pellagrino, the highest of the Apennines, at the 
top of which there is a shrine; it is distant about twenty-two miles.'^ 

Shelley’s letter to the Gisbomes written a week or two later 
shows how little the increase of population and social activity 
at the Baths impinged upon their chosen manner of living: 

We have spent a month here already in our accustomed solitude, 
(with the exception of one night at the Casino) and the choice 
society of all ages, which I took care to pack up in a large trunk 
before we left England, hav^ revisited us here. I am employed just 
now, having little better to do, in translating into my fainting and 
inefficient periods the divine eloquence of Plato's Symposium; only 
as an exercise or perhaps to give Mary some idea of the manners 
and feelings of the Athenians — so diflFerent on many subjects from 
that of any other community that ever existed. 

We have almost finished Ariosto — who is entertaining and grace- 
ful, and sorrtktimes a Poet. Forgive me, worshippers of a more equal 
and tolerant divinity in poetry, if Ariosto pleases me less than you. 
Where is the gentle seriousness, the delicate sensibility, the calm and 
sustained energy without which true greatness cannot be? He is so 
cruel too, in his descriptions; his most prized virtues are vices almost 
without disguise. He constantly vindicates and embellishes revenge 
in its grossest form; the most deadly superstition that ever infested 
the wqrld.cJIow different from the tender and solemn enthusiasm 
of Petrarch — or even the delicate moral sensibility of Tasso, though 
somewhat obscured by an assumed and artificial style. 

We read a good deal here and we read little in Livorno. We 
have ridden, Mary and I, once only, to a place called Prato Fiorito, 
on the top of the mountains: the road, winding through forests, 
and over torrents, and on the verge of green ravines, affords 
scenery magnificently fine. I cannot describe it to you, but bid you, 
though vainly, come and see. I take great delight in watching the 
changes of atmosphere here, and the growth of the thunder showers 
with which the moon is often over shadowed, and which break and 
fade away towards evening into flocks of delicate clouds. Our fire 
flies are fading away fast; but there is the planet Jupiter, who rises 
majestically over the rift in the forest-covered mountains to the 
|Outh, and the pale summer lightning which is spread out every 
at intervals, over the sky. No doubt Providence has contrived 
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these things, that, when the fire flies go out, the low-flying owl may 
see her way home.^* 

Through July and the middle of August the same calm, happy 
serenity continued. Mary read Vergil, Amcharsis, Livy, Horace, 
Ariosto, Tasso’s Aminta, Coriolanus, Ben Jonson’s Tale of a Tub 
and The Case is Altered, Montaigne, Wieland*s Peregrinus Pro- 
teus, The Revolt of Islam, Letters and Thoughts, and Eustace’s 
“ Travels in Italy.” Shelley read Anacharsis, Aristophanes, He- 
rodotus, The Persians of .^schylus, Theocritus, Vergil’s Geor- 
gies, Hume, The Maid^s Tragedy, Philaster, Wife for a Month, 
Richard III, Henry VIII, and Eustace’s “ Travels.” In the eve- 
ning he frequently read aloud from Hume or Shakespeare. The 
days succeeded each other with very few distinguishing inci- 
dents. Signor Chiappa called once ( July 3 ) , but they still knew 
practically none of the people who thronged the Baths. Three 
times (July 5, 12, and August 2) they visited theVlasino, and 
once (July 27) they attended a festa di hallo in the evening. 
They took up horseback riding, a favourite amusement with the 
other summer residents, and Shelley rode over to see the adja- 
cent city of Lucca. Claire fell ofip her horse twice, and injured 
her knee, but was able to ride with Shelley on one of his two 
visits to Lucca, July 17 and 18. 

All this was in the mornings and evenings. As for midday, 
Shelley wrote; 

In the middle of the day, I bathe in a pool or fountain, formed in 
the middle of the forests by a torrent. It is surrounded on all sides 
by precipitous rocks, and the waterfall of the stream which forms 
it falls into it on one side with perpetual dashing. Close to it, on the 
top of the rocks, are alders, and above the great chestnut trees, whose 
long and pointed leaves pierce the deep blue sky in strong relief. 
The water of this pool, which, to venture an unrythmical paraphrase, 
is “ sixteen feet long and ten feet wide,” is as transparent as the air, 
so that the stones and sand at the bottom seem, as it were, trembling 
in the light of noonday. It is exceedingly cold also. My custom [is] 
to undress, and sit on the rocks, reading Herodotus,, until the p«r- 
spiration has subsided, and then to leap from the edge of the rodk 
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into this fountain — a practice in the hot weather excessively re- 
freshing. This torrent is composed, as it were, of a succession of 
pools and waterfalls, up which I sometimes amuse myself by cliiub- 
ing when I bathe, and receiving the spray over all my body, whilst 
I clamber up the moist crags with difiBculty.^* 

Shelley was full of ideas for writing. His plan of a drama on 
Tasso s madness was still in mind. Very likely he was already 
thinking of Prometheus Unbound and The Cenci and of a 
tragedy based on the Book of Job.^® As yet, however, he was 
doing little writing. Rosalind and Helen was finished. Mary’s 
journal shows that she was copying it on August 14 and 16, 
but she laid it aside tmtil December 18. Shelley’s only com- 
plete literary production at Bagni di Lucca was his translation 
of Plato’s Symposium. 

From the very beginning of this dialogue Mary must have 
wondered at the instinct that led Shelley to so sympathetic a 
subject. The praise of the higher or Uranian love as the chief 
inspirer to an excellent life, the analysis of love as a mystic, 
imiversal force subsisting in all natures both animate and in- 
animate, were a prophecy of Shelley’s own trimnphant de- 
scription of a similar “ Light whose smile kindles the uni- 
verse.”^® Aristophanes’ fable of man’s double, androgynous 
nature, “clef^sunder by the gods and seeking always to reimite 
“ in the pursuit of integrity and union . . . which we call love,” 
might have reminded Mary of Alastor. She could easily recog- 
nize the 5helleyan quality of Agathon’s tribute to love as the 
power that “ divests us of all alienation from each other and 
fills our vacant hearts with overflowing sympathy.” In the end, 
when Diotima expoimded to Socrates the highest state of Love, 
the words might easily have been Shelley’s own: 

It is eternal, unproduced, indestructible; neither subject to in- 
crease nor decay: not, like other things, partly beautiful and partly 
deformed; not at one time beautiful and at another time not; not 
beautiful in relation to one thing and deformed in relation to another; 
not here beautiful and there deformed; not beautiful in the estima- 
don of one person and deformed in that of another; nor can this 
supreme beauty be figured to the imagination like a beautiful face, 
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or beautiful hands, or any portion of the body, nor like any dis- 
course, nor any science. Nor does it subsist in any other, that lives 
or is, either in earth, or in heaven, or in any other place; but it is 
eternally uniform and consistent, and monoeidic with itself. All other 
things are beautiful through a participation of it, with this condition, 
that although they are subject to production and decay, it never 
becomes more or less, or endures any change. When any one 
ascending from a correct system of Love, begins to contemplate this 
supreme beauty, he already touches the consummation of his labour. 
For such as discipline themselves upon this system, or are conducted 
by another beginning to ascend through these transitory objects 
which are beautiful, towards that which is beauty itself, proceeding 
as on steps from the love of one form to that of two, and from that 
of two, to that of all forms which are beautiful; and from beautiful 
forms to beautiful habits and institutions, and from institutions to 
beautiful doctrines; until, from the meditation of many doctrines, 
they arrive at that which is nothing else than the doctrine of the 
supreme beauty itself, in the knowledge and contemplation of which 
at length they repose.^’' 

Shelley's own definition of love, evolved under the influence 
of this reading, is stated in a fragment vmtten almost immedi- 
ately afterwards: 

that profound and complicated sentiment, which we call love, which 
is rather the universal thirst for a communion not merely, of the 
senses, but of our whole nature, intellectual, imaginative and sensi- 
tive; and which, when individualised, becomes an imperious neces- 
sity, only to be satisfied by the complete or partial, actual or sup- 
posed, fulfilment of its claims. This want grows more powerful in 
proportion to the development which our nature receives from civi- 
lisation; for man never ceases to be a social being. The sexual im- 
pulse, which is only one, and often a small part of those claims, 
serves, from its obvious and external nature, as a kind of type of 
expression of the rest, a common basis, an acknowledged and visible 
link.^® 

Because the Symposium contains an episode in which AlcL 
biades speaks of his homosexual love-making to Socrates, Shel- 
ley had no present intention of publishing his translation. It 
was one of die most striking of several circumstances in which 
the ancient and modem views of love differed, and it interested 
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Shelley in this respect very much as he had been ( and was again 
to be ) interested in the subject of incest. He immediately be- 
gan his “ Discourse on the Manners of the Ancients Relative to 
the Subject of Love,” which Mr. Ingpen has privately printed^ 
although only seven pages have been published. It deals in 
part with ancient homosexuality; Shelley called it “ a subject to 
be handled with that delicate caution which either I cannot 
or I will not practice in other matters, but which I here acknowl- 
edge to be necessary.” In the introductory paragraphs Shelley 
gave full utterance to his great admiration for the ancient 
Greeks. “The period whibh intervened between the birth of 
Pericles and the death of Aristotle,” he began, “ is undoubtedly 
. . . the most memorable in the history of the world ”; and 
after reviewing the contributions of that period toward human 
enlightenment, he concluded his tribute: “What the Greeks 
were, was a reality, not a promise. And what we are and hope 
to be, is derived, as it were, from the influence and inspiration 
of these glorious generations.” 

Nevertheless Shelley admitted that subsequent ages had im- 
proved upon Greek civilization in two important particulars, by 
a gradual abolition of human slavery and by a more elevated 
conception of love between the sexes. For these improvements, 
as in his lafej “ Defence of Poetry,” he gave the credit to Ghristi- 
anity and chivalry. Thus, while he was reading everything he 
could find that might conduce toward a fuller knowledge of 
Greek life, he was also making unexpected concessions to what 
he considered its destroyer. The explanation lies partly in the 
fact that the finest Greek ideals, as expressed by Plato, were oc- 
cupying his mind at the same time that he was reading the best 
products of Christianity and chivalry in Italian literature — 
Dante, Petrarch, Tasso, and Ariosto. He could not escape their 
influence toward a greater sympathy and tolerance. TowarcB 
inst ituti onal Christiani^ his attitud e continued unchanged, buf 
he was now far better qualified to see the nobility of certain 
Christiaii “ideals. This change had been gradually talcing place ; 
since shortly after die publication of Queen Mob, and hacTper- 
haps already been expressed in the “Essay on Christiani^,” 
the date^f which^i^iuncjertein; b^ it must have been greatly 



1818 ] , 


Political News from England 


.accelerated during his first months in Italy. Soon it was to 
Sn3”TurtKCT"iMpfes“^ion“m Prometheus Unbound, and a little 
later in Hellas. 


Hitherto the Shelleys had received only one or two letters from 
England. While they were at Bagni di Lucca letters reached 
them from Godwin, Peacock, the Hunts, and very probably 
others. Shelley had made an arrangement with his old friend 
Hookham whereby Peacock could send him a quarterly box 
of books and magazines from Hookham’s shop and charge to 
Shelley’s account. The first of these bcftces probably arrived at 
Bagni di Lucca.^® It contained Cobbett’s Register and the Ex- 
aminer to July, copies of the Edinburgh and Quarterly reviews. 
Constable’s Edinburgh Magazine, and a few books, including 
Moore’s The Fudge Family In Paris. Even if these were not 
yet at hand, both Peacock and Hogg wrote rather in detail 
about the political situation in England. 

An election had just been called, and the government, out 
of ten members to be elected for London, Westminster, and 
Southwark, had failed to return a single supporter. This was 
cheering news for Shelley, convinced as he was that the policies 
of the Castlereagh administration were hurrying England to- 
ward a catastrophe. The Quarterly, he learned, was proclaiming 
that no country was ever in a more combustible state than Eng- 
land at that moment; the Courier was calling loudly for a censor- 
ship of the weekly press. Brougham had stood for Westmorland 
against the Tory candidate and had lost by a narrow margin, 
perhaps partly as a result of the activities of Wordsworth and 
Southey in support of the government candidate. Wordsworth 
had even published two addresses To the Freeholders of West- 
morland arguing ( in Peacock’s interpretation ) that Brougham’s 
lack of wealth would make him an inferior representative and 
that the Commons should be chosen by the Peers — a pretty 
example. Peacock thought, of the moral degradation of’ which 
“ self -sellers ” were capable.®^ 

All this provoked Shelley’s deep interest and indignation. “ I 
wish that I had health or spirits that would enable me to enter 
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into public aflFairs,” he wrote Godwin. “ If the Ministers do not 
find some means, totally inconceivable to me, of plunging the 
.nation in war, do you imagine that they can subsist?”®^ To 
Peacock, apropos of the Westmorland election, he burst out: 
“ I wish you had sent me some of the overflowing villainy of 
those apostates. What a beastly and pitiful wretch that Words- 
worthl That such a man should be such a poet! I can compare 
him with no one but Simonides, that flatterer of the Sicilian 
tyrants, and at the same, time the most natural and tender of 
lyric poets.” ®® - • — ^ 

Peacock painted such a picture of a warm sunny summer 
in Buckinghamshire, cobl, shady strolls through the woods near 
Marlow, solitary, moonlit evenings on the river, and excursions 
to the old haunts with Hogg, that Shelley was almost homesick. 
“ What pleasure it would have given me,” he answered, “ if the 
wings of imagination could have divided the space which divides 
us, and I could have been of your party. I have seen nothing 
so beautiful as Virginia Water — in its kind. And my thoughts 
forever cling to Windsor Forest, and the copses of Marlow. 
. . ®* Godwin wrote in a mood that might well have made 

Shelley feel more warmly even toward such an iceberg as his 
father-in-law. Godwin was finishing his Reply to Malthus, 
which Shelley believed would restore to society some of the 
hopes Malthus had almost ruined. He was no longer nagging 
for money, though fully confident that “ a tempest was brew- 
ing ” for him " in the distance.” He had thought of a book that 
he knew he could never write and that he urged Mary to under- 
take. This was to be a study of the lives of the Commonwealth 
men ( Milton, Vane, Ireton, etc. ) that would rescue their names 
from an inveterate and unjust prejudice. “Write to me as to 
your equal,” he urged with a complacence not unnatural toward 
a young disciple, “ and, if that word is not discordant to your 
feelings, yoiu: friend. It would be strange indeed if we could 
not find topics of communication that may be gratifying to 
both. Let each of us dwell on those qualities in the other 
which may contribute most to the increase of mutual kind- 
ness.” ®® Shelley's reply ignored this rather gnarled olive-branch 
and maintained the same courteous, controlled, half-impersonal 
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tone that he reserved for correspondents of antipathetic person- 
ality. 

Both Godwin and Peacock sent the good news that Mary s 
Frdnkenstein was now receiving favourable notice. Even the 
most unfavourable review, the Quarterly’s, granted the book 
considerable merit. This was much, considering that the re- 
viewer believed Shelley to be the author, and took this occasion 
to condemn the way in which he usually employed his talents. 
A much clearer warning of what Shelley was to expect from 
the Quarterly appeared in its review of Leigh Hunt’s Foliage, 
which appeared in the same number. A footnote referred to the 
production of one of Leigh Hunt’s friends then before the re- 
viewer, who doubted whether it “ would be morally right ” to 
“ lend notoriety ” to it by a review. He then gave an unfavour- 
able picture of the author, still not mentioning Shelley’s name, 
as the writer (John Taylor Coleridge) had known him at Eton. 
On the next page he referred to the author as one who wrote 
“ atheos” after his name in an inn register.^* Reviewin g the 
sa me book, the Briti sh Critic forjuly also digr^seiJ briefly to 
(Jiara cteri ze Mr. Percy Bysshe SHelTeyjas a* subject too vile, too 
da nger ous to the pu blic moralsj^ to be discussed and care- 
fully indexed the supposedly casual reference asr Mr. Shelley 
— an unmentionable subject.” Shelley now knew what to ex- 
pect when the conservative reviewers got to The Revolt of 
Islam. “Their notice of me,” he said of the Quarterly, “and 
their exposure of the true motives for not noticing my book, 
shews how well understood an hostility must subsist between 
me and them.” 

A note written to Charles Ollier on June 28 presents ap- 
parently an insoluble mystery which may be nothing more than 
Shelley’s occasional love of mystery for its own sake, or a conse- 
quence of earlier furtive financial expedients. 

Bagni di Lucca, 
June 28, 1818 

“ In great haste ” 

Dear Sir, 

I write simply to request you to pay ten pounds on my acount 
to a person who will call on you, and on no account to mention my 
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name. If you have no money of mine still pay it at all events and cash 
the enclosed at the bank. 

Ever most truly yours, 

P. B. Shellkv. 

The person will bring a note without date signed A. B. It is of so 
great consequence that this note should be paid that I hope if there 
is any mistake with Brookes you will pay it for me, and if you have 
none of mine in your hands, that you will rely on my sending it 
you by return of Post.®* 

A similar note, undated, but postmarked “ F. P. O., SE. 1 1818,” 
directed Ollier to pay A. B. £.20.®® Whoever “this person” 
was, man or woman, he was not to know Shelley’s name or, 
apparently, to divulge his own, yet he presumably received 
£30, not from Shelley’s banker, but from his publisher, long 
after Shelley had left England. Unless the drafts were sent or 
carried from Italy he had probably received them some months 
before under an agreement not to present them for payment 
until notified. His being directed to Ollier instead of to Brookes 
and Co. suggests that he may have been known to Brookes and 
Co. but not to Ollier.®^ 


Shelley still thought his health and spirits not quite equal to 
the task of original writing,®* though it is a little difficult to see 
why. Both he and Mary had reported his health as wonderfully 
improved since entering Italy. He had been ill once at Milan 
imder the strain of Claire’s difiBculties over Allegra, and again 
for one day, the day after arriving at Bagni di Lucca. Other- 
wise he seemed to be enjoying and profiting by the kind of life 
he loved best. Again it was Claire’s troubles that set events in 
motion toward a disastrous sequel. 

Claire was imeasy about Allegra. There seems to have been 
no special reason for this other than a mother’s desire to see her 
child. Byron was already quite fond of the curly-haired, blue- 
eyed, high-spirited child of fifteen months, to whom he had re- 
ferred so bluntly as “ my bastard.” He was proud of the way in 
which she accepted the admiration of Venetians, from the Gov- 
ernor’s wife down, wherever she was shown. Obviously she was 
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being spoiled by too much attention, and still more obviously 
Byron’s disorderly household of caged wild animals and un- 
caged mistresses was hardly a fit place for her. Byron realized 
this* himself and placed her in the home of his friends Mr. and 
Mrs. R. B. Hoppner. 

Mr. Hoppner was the British consul at Naples, a son of the 
well-known portrait-painter, himself an amateur artist. Mrs. 
Hoppner, a Swiss, had a young child of her own and felt keenly 
the unfitness of Allegra’s surroundings in Byron’s household. 

Claire received letters from Elise on August 14 and 16. Either 
Allegra had some soon-forgotten childish ailment, or else her 
situation outside of Byron’s househol(k overcame Claire with 
a desire to visit her. Whichever it was, Claire evidently made a 
scene. The same entry in Mary’s journal that chronicles Elise’s 
second letter records also the common result of unusual emo- 
tional strain: “ Shelley is not well.” Claire was determined to 
visit her child surreptitiously. Shelley was sure such a plan 
would fail and would irritate Byron into reprisals, but there was 
no arguing with Claire. Her determination may have found a 
secret ally in Shelley’s own love of change.” On the next day, 
August 17, Shelley and Claire departed for Venice, accompanied 
as far as Florence by Paolo. En route Shelley seems to have per- 
suaded her not to attempt a secret visit, but to wait in some 
neighbouring city while he entered Venice and tried to win By- 
ron’s permission for the meeting. Even this, he felt sure, would 
not succeed.®^ 

Mary remained at Bagni di Lucca with the two children and 
the servants. She had probably opposed the wild journey^ and 
given signs of one of her occasional characteristic fits of de- 
spondency. En route Shelley seized the first opportunity to 
improve her spirits. 

Well my dearest Mary, are you very lonely? Tell me truth, my sweet- 
est, do you ever cry? I shall hear from you once at Venice and once 
on my return here [Florence]. If you love me you will keep up your 
spirits — and at all events tell me truth about it; for I assure’ you I 
am not of a disposition to be flattered by your sorrow, though I 
should be by your cheerfulness; and above all, by seeing [such] 
fruits of my absence as were produced when [we were] at Geneva.** 
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Before this letter reached Mary (August 23) she had already 
been disturbed by the illness of little Clara (August 21) and 
by her own illness the next two days. On the day of Shelley’s 
departure she had written to urge the Gisbornes, once more, 
to visit the Baths. This time they accepted the invitation, ar- 
riving on August 25. They had been present only three days, 
however, when a letter was received from Shelley that com- 
pletely altered all previous plans and required Mary’s immediate 
departure with her household. 
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MYSTERIES OF DEATH AND BIRTH 

REUNION WITH BYRON; DEATH OF CLARA SHELLEY; 
DEJECTION AT ESTE; “JULIAN AND MADDALO” AS 
A RECORD OF DOMESTIC MISERY; 

JOURNEY TO NAPLES; LIFE* IN NAPLES; 
SHELLEY’S NEAPOLITAN “DAUGHTER” 


The journey of about sixty miles from Bagni di Lucca to Flor- 
ence seems to have occupied Shelley and Claire from August 17 
until August 20. The last day’s journey was accomplished in 
a “one-horse cabriolet almost without springs, over a rough 
road.” ^ Claire was fatigued, but the effect on Shelley was the 
surprising one of making him forget the pain in his side that 
had afflicted him since the journey was decided on. The region 
over which they travelled consisted sometimes of farmlamd and 
vineyards with purpling grapes, at other times of high moun- 
tains crowned with impressive Gothic ruins. All this Shelley 
noted with an appreciative eye. At length they approached 
Florence, over a cultivated plain dotted with fine country- 
houses. “ I have seldom seen a city so lovely at first sight,” Shel- 
ley enthusiastically reported. “ You see three or four bridges, 
one apparently supported by Corinthian pillars, and the white 
sails of the boats, relieved by the deep green of the forest 
which comes to the water’s edge, and the sloping hills covered 
with bright villas on every side. Domes and steeples rise on 
all sides, and the cleanliness is remarkably great. On the other 
side there are the foldings of the Vale of Amo above, first the 
hills of olive and vine, then the chestnut woods, and then the 
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blue and misty pine forests which invest the aerial Apeimines 
that fade in the distance.” ^ 

Venice, since the Congress of Vienna, was again Austrian 
territory; hence it was necessary to obtain a passport from tho 
Austrian ambassador at Florence. This occasioned a delay of 
four hours or more, during which arrangements were made for 
continuing the journey to Padua. A more comfortable carriage 
was procured at a reasonable price, Paolo doing the bargaining. 
They expected to reach Padua, nearly two hundred miles dis- 
tant, in three and a half days’ travel. It is characteristic of 
Shelley that when he reported this first stage of the journey to 
Mary he had already fpund time to read The Two Noble Kins- 
men, which he declined to believe was Shakespeare’s.® 

From Florence to Padua the journey provided no particular 
episodes. The inns were not always good; there were plenty 
of buzzing gnats to interfere with sleep where mosquito curtains 
had not been provided, and inside the curtains were sometimes 
other insects “ inexpressible by Italian delicacy,” which caused 
Shelley to pronounce an interdict against the Tre Mori at Bo- 
logna. Partly because the inns were bad, Claire again changed 
her plans and determined to accompany Shelley all the way into 
Venice. 

From Padua to Venice the journey was completed by gondola, 
in nine hours of luxurious travel. “These gondolas,” Shelley 
reported, 

• 

are the most beautiful and convenient boats in the world. They are 
finely carpeted and furnished with black and painted black. The 
couches on which you lean are extraordinarily soft, and are so dis- 
posed as to be the most comfortable to those who lean or sit. The 
windows have at will either Venetian plate-glass flowered, or Vene- 
tian blinds, or blinds of black cloth to shut out the light. . . . We past 
the laguna in the middle of the night in a most violent storm of wind, 
rain, and lightning. It was very curious to observe the elements 
above in a state of such tremendous convulsion, and the surface of 
the water almost calm; for these lagunas, though five miles broad, 
a space enbugh in a storm to sink a gondola — are so shallow that 
the boatmen drive the boat along with a pole. The seawater, furi- 
ously agitated by the wind, shone with sparkles like stars. Venice, 
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now hidden and now disclosed by the driving rain shone dimly with 
its lights. We were all this while safe and comfortable, except that 
Clare was now and then a little frightened in our cabin.^ 

The gondolier, not knowing that they had any particular in- 
terest in Lord Byron, began talking of his ovm initiative about 
the wild young English milord whom he claimed to have carried 
in his gondola. Shelley and Claire learned that Byron had a 
norm stravagante, lived luxuriously, and had recently brought 
over from England two daughters, one of them almost as old 
as the gondolier himself. They had no sooner reached their inn 
in Venice than the waiter also began gossiping about Byron.® 

Without waiting to see any of the sights of Venice, Shelley 
and Claire took a gondola immediately after breakfast and 
visited Mr. and Mrs. Hoppner, with whom Elise and Allegra 
were now domiciled. They were by no means sure of a cordial 
reception, for they came as unannounced strangers to friends of 
Byron who might be expected to be biased by his opinion of 
Claire. But they were received with a politeness that soon 
turned to active friendliness. Elise and Allegra were sent for 
immediately, and the Hoppners entered quite sympathetically 
into a discussion of the best way of approaching Byron. They 
were convinced that Claire s arrival, if known, would result in 
his immediate departure from Venice. It was therefore decided 
that Shelley should see Byron alone and that Claire’s presence 
should be concealed. 

Byron received Shelley with real cordiality on his own ac- 
count and with unexpected good humour and reasonableness 
on Claire’s. He objected mildly to Allegra’s making a long visit 
to Claire at Florence, both because it would make the Venetians 
think he had grown tired of the child and because he thought 
it would entail fresh difficulties when Claire had to part with 
Allegra again. Supposing Claire and Mary to be then at Padua, 
he offered to allow Allegra to go there for a week. “ In fact,” 
he concluded, “after all, I have no right over the child. If 
Claire likes to take it, let her take it. I do not say what most 
people would in that situation, that I will refuse to provide for 
it, or abandon it, if she does this; but she must surely be aware 
herself how very imprudent such a measure would be! ” ® Byron 
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then proposed a horseback ride along the sands of the Lido. 
Shelley would have preferred returning to relieve Claire’s im- 
patience and anxiety, but Claire was supposed to be in Padua, 
and there was no excuse for not accepting Byron’s sug^es- 
tiop. 

Jftyron’s gondola bore them through the canals and across the 
to the long sandy island known as the Lido, where horses 
^|p^fe»%iting for them. It was a lonely spot, bare except for 
a dwarfish tree or two, and the drying nets of a solitary 
fi^hennan. Here, over a thin strip of beach made firm and level 
by the tide, Byron and Shelley rode and talked until nearly 
sundown. It was their ^rst meeting since the old familiar as- 
sociation at Geneva two years before, and there was much to 
tell. Byron was full of his wounded feelings and of the fourth 
canto of Childe Harolds Pilgrimage, which he was then writing. 
Shelley told the story of his wrongs at the hands of the Lord 
Chancellor. Byron exclaimed warmly that had he been in Eng- 
land at the time he would have moved heaven and earth to 
prevent such an unjust decision. There were lighter memories 
of the old days at Geneva to be renewed. Byron also had con- 
siderable fun, perhaps a little to Shelley’s embarrassment, quiz- 
zing Leigh Himt’s Foliage. 

All together it was a fine, genial reunion. As they recrossed 
the lagtma to Venice in the sunset the Euganean hills in the 
distance were islands in a sea of fire, and the domes and towers 
of the city rose from the floor of the ocean as if by some en- 
chantment. So powerfully was Shelley impressed by this view 
of Venice that he dwelt upon it not only in his next letter to 
Peacock but also in the poem which records this renewed as- 
sociation with Byron.^ 

The talk, which had turned to raillery, now grew serious. 
Old arguments that had beguiled long summer evenings at 
Villa Diodati came up again and found both disputants still 
standing on familiar ground. 

* Concerning God, freewill, and destiny. 

Of all that Earth has been, or yet may be; 

All that vain men imagine or believe, 
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Or hope can paint or sufiEering may achieve 
We descanted. . . .* 

Shelley argued, as always, against despondency and pride, the 
more earnestly because he thought they prevented Byron’s great 
genius from exercising its full power. No one really knew, he 
maintained, the actual strength of the chains supposed to bind 
the human spirit; there was a vast, unknown power in the human 
will to suffer and to conquer. 

It is our will 

he maintained. 

That thus enchains us to permitted ill. 

But Byron still urged his belief in a dark destiny — “ You talk 
Utopia.” He compared the human soul to the “ black and dreary 
bell ” of a madhouse, that 

must toll 

Our thoughts and our desires to meet below 
Round the rent heart, and pray — as madmen do 
For what? they know not. . . . 

How long Shelley stayed over such conversation at Byron’s 
palace after they returned is concealed by the fact that a part 
of his account to Mary has been tom away. Byron, now 
“ changed into the hvest and happiest looking man I ever ’met,” * 
was so difiarent from what everything had led Shelley to antici- 
pate that he may have lingered longer than suited Claire, wait- 
ing impatiently since three o’clock in the afternoon. His letter 
describing the meeting is dated “ five o’clock in the mom ” of 
the next day, August 

At some time dur ^g the evening Byron had placed at Shel- 
ley’s disposal “ I Caj^x:ini,” his villa at Este, and Shelley had 
accepted it. Since Byron supposed Claire and Mary to be near 
by at Padua it was necessary to get them both to Este as soon 
as possible. Not knowing that little Clara had been ill since his 
departure, Shelley sent careful instmctions to Mafy for pro- 
ceeding instantly to Este. “ I have been obliged to decide on 
all these things without you,” he explained, “ — I have done 

35 




Mary’s Dismal Journey to Este ^ [1818 

for the best and, my own beloved Mary, you must soon come 
and scold me if I have done wrong, and kiss me if I have done 
right — for, I am sure, I do not know which — and it is only 
the event that can show.” Enclosing fifty pounds for the jbur- 
ney, he concluded: “ Kiss the blue [eyed] darlings for me, and 
dont let William forget me. Ca [Clara] cannot recollect me.” 

This letter abolished their previous intention of proceeding 
by boat or carriage to Naples soon after Shelley’s return to the 
Baths.^^ Its receipt by Mary on August 28 occasioned an im- 
mediate consultation with the Gisbomes. The next day Mary’s 
journal laconically records: “ Bustle,” and the next (August 30, 
Mary’s birthday): “Ricking.” Mrs. Gisborne accompanied 
Mary and the children to Lucca, whence they proceeded under 
Paolo’s care to Este, arriving on Saturday, September 5.^^ The 
weather had been hot, and there had been various delays, in- 
cluding one whole day at Florence waiting for passports. 

Clara’s illness, which was merely a teething ailment at Bagni 
di Lucca, was converted by the heat and fatigue of the journey 
into a serious attack of dysentery. Shortly after the arrival at 
Este her condition was quite alarming. The local physician 
seemed to Mary to be a stupid fellow, but after a more compe- 
tent doctor was engaged to come from Padua, Clara’s condition, 
though still serious, seemed to be somewhat improved.^® When 
Mary arrived, Shelley was also quite unwell, “ from taking poi- 
son in Italian cakes,” and Claire was finding it necessary to 
visit a physician in Padua. Nevertheless, both Shelley and Mary 
set immediately to work, the former on the first act of Prome- 
theus Unbound, the latter on a translation of Monti’s A Cajo 
Graccho, which was apparently abandoned and is now lost. 

The house in which they were living had formerly been the 
home of the Hoppners, from whom Byron had taken it over with- 
out ever living in it. Twenty years later Mary Shelley described 
it fully: 

I Capuccini was a villa built on the site of a Capuchin convent, de- 
molished v^en the French suppressed religious houses; it was situ- 
ated on the very over-hanging brow of a low hill at die foot of a 
range of higher ones. The house was cheerful and pleasant; a vine- 
trellised walk, a pergola, as it is called in Italian, led from the hall- 
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door to a summer-house at the end of the garden, which Shelley 
made his study, and in which he began the Prometheus; and here 
also, as he mentions in a letter, he wrote Julian and Maddalo. A 
slight ravine, with a road in its depth, divided the garden from the 
hill, on which stood the ruins of the ancient castle of Este, whose 
dark massive wall gave forth an echo, and from whose ruined crevices 
owls and bats flitted forth at night, as the crescent moon sunk behind 
the black and heavy battlements. We looked from the garden over 
the wide plain of Lombardy, bounded to the west by the far Apen- 
nines, while to the east the horizon was lost in misty distance. After 
the picturesque but limited view of mountain, ravine, and chestnut 
wood, at the Baths of Lucca, there was something infinitely gratifying 
to the eye in the wide range of prospect 'commanded by our new 
abode.^® 

Mary Shelley’s letter to Mrs. Gisborne dated “ September, 
1818 ” shows that they found their environment agreeable and 
that Clara’s health was somewhat better. Shelley wrote to Byron 
on September 13 to inform him that Clara’s condition was im- 
proving, but would still delay his coming to Venice for four or 
five days more.^® Meanwhile he had been writing steadily on 
the first act of Prometheus Unbound and possibly on “ Julian and 
Maddalo.” The regular program of reading had been resumed 
on their arrival at Este, and no doubt continued. Mary had be- 
gun or planned to begin her projected drama on Charles I and a 
translation of Alfieri’s Myrrha}^ 

During this period the Shelleys must have received the long, 
chatty double-letter of Leigh Hunt and Marianne Hunt writ- 
ten on Shelley’s birthday ( August 4 ) and characteristically de- 
layed in sending; also Peacock’s letters of July 19 and August 
30.'® Peacock reported that he was leading a quiet life: in the 
morning he wrote; in the afternoon he read classical poetry in 
the woods or on the river; at night he studied philosophy. He 
had finished Nightmare Abbey ( in which he had not scrupled to 
turn some of Shelley’s characteristics to amusing account) and 
was glad to make use of a motto from Ben Jonson that Shelley 
had sent him^lor the title page. Those disgraceful poets of the 
Lakes still roused his ire by their “ dirty work ” mending Lord 
Lonsdale’s political fences. 
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Leigh Hvmt sent as a birthday present a life-size portrait of his 
own head, done in chalk by young Thornton’s drawing-master. 
In his old sympathetic, easy way he chatted with occasional 
touches of hiunour about personal matters — their friends in 
England, his literary plans and Shelley s, and the Italian litera- 
ture that Shelley was reading or ought to read. Describing the 
veiled attack on Shelley that had appeared in the Quarterly’s 
review of Frankenstein, he offered a more than sufficient anti- 
dote; 

I can tell him that his name gets more known and respected every 
day, in spite of the Quaj^erly Reviewers, who have attacked him, 
and me, and Hazlitt (though not Shelley by name), in their old 
false, furious, and recoiling way. The candid part of their friends 
are, I believe, really ashamed of them, — one or two I know, are. 

Somewhere, more probably from travellers’ gossip than a let- 
ter, the Shelleys heard a false rumour that Sir Timothy Shelley 
was ill and was expected to die. This would have necessitated 
Shelley’s immediate return to England. In his present poor 
health and spirits he dreaded the journey. “ What will not be,” 
he wrote Mary, “ — if so it is destined — the lonely journey 
through that wide, cold France? But we shall see. As yet I do 
not direct to you Lady Shelley.” 

By September 22 little Clara seemed well enough for Shelley 
to carry out his long-deferred return to Venice. On the way he 
wibte to Mary from Padua arranging for Claire to accompany 
Mary and the child to Padua, where he would meet them and 
accompany them to Venice. Claire was still attending a physi- 
cian*in Padua and was to return to Este. Shelley met Mary and 
Clara in Padua according to plan, but hardly had they set out 
again when the child grew rapidly worse. As her weakness in- 
creased and convulsive motions set in about the mouth and eyes, 
Shelley and Mary made all possible haste toward Venice in or- 
der to see a physician. 

When they reached Fusina, where they were to take a gon- 
dola for Venice across the lagoon, the soldiers on duty demanded 
their passports. A desperate, fr^zied search iti^ealed that the 
passports had been forgotten. How Shelley, with his uncertain 
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Italian, overcame the objections of the soldiers and induced 
them to violate regulations probably neither he nor Mary ever 
clearly remembered. Mary simply recorded that “ they could 
not* resist Shelley’s impetuosity at such a moment.” 

As they crossed the lagoon Clara’s condition became steadily 
worse. Mary hastened with the child to the inn where Shelley 
had reserved quarters, while Shelley rushed oflE from the dock 
to find Dr. Aglietti. When he returned, Mary was waiting for 
him in the inn hall in a state of dreadful distress. Another doctor 
was already with Clara, but the case was hopeless. In an hour 
the child was dead. The brief, restrained account of this trag- 
edy which Shelley sent next day (Septtmber 25) to Claire con- 
cludes very characteristically: “All this is miserable enough — 
is it not? but must be borne [Here a line is erased in the original 
manuscript.] — And above all, my dear girl, take care of yoiur- 
self.”^*^* 

The Hoppners came instantly and took Shelley and Mary to 
their home. In Mary’s state of complete despair Shelley was 
glad to accept so kindly an ofiFer even from comparative stran- 
gers.** 

For five days (September 24-9) the Hoppners, with some as- 
sistance from Byron, did what they could to keep their guests 
from dwelling on the recent tragedy. Visits to the Lido, to By- 
ron’s palace, the Bridge of Sighs, the Doge’s Palace, the library, 
and the shops, and Shelley’s reading aloud the fourth canto of 
Childe Harold are duly noted in Mary’s journal as if nothing 
else had happened. For the day of Clara’s death (September 
24) she had written: “ This is the Journal of misfortunes. . . . 
We go to Venice with my poor Clara, who dies the moment we 
get there. Mr. Hoppner comes, and takes us away from the inn 
to his house.” No more than this at the time of her sorrow, and 
nothing afterwards. 

Godwin wrote in due time ( October 27 ) to condole somewhat 
aloofly on “ the first severe trial of your constancy and the firm- 
ness of your temper,” and to remind Mary that “ we seldom in- 
dulge long in depression and mourning, except whdn we think 
secretly that there is something very refined in it.” ** The daugh- 
ter of Godwin’s stoicism hardly needed such advice, and the 
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daughter of Mary Wollstonecraft s fatalistic depression could 
scarcely profit by it. On the surface both Shelley and Mary were 
stoically silent. But beneath the surface was a deep feeling of 
misery that was to have a far more important effect upon the 
events of the next few months than the trivial details that Mary 
so mechanically set down in her journal or the sightseeing that 
Shelley recorded so calmly in his letters to Peacock. 

They returned to Este on September 29 and foimd that Claire 
had moved to Padua with the children during their absence. 
For twelve days they remained at Este, occupied as usual. Mary 
had brought from Venice the manuscripts of Byron’s Mazeppa 
and “ Ode to Venice,” ‘i which she copied for him. She read 
Livy and Vergil, Shakespeare, and the life and tragedies of Al- 
fieri. Shelley read Shakespeare’s Cymbeline and The Winters 
Tale aloud. Reading by himself Malthus’s Essay on Population 
he felt constrained, in spite of his abhorrence of the popular in- 
terpretation, to pronounced Malthus “ a very clever man.” 

The continued presence of Allegra may have offered some 
slight consolation for their recent sorrow. It was probably at 
this time that Shelley wrote his description of her as though he 
were playing and talking with her in Byron’s Palazzo Mocenigo 
— where, apparently, they never saw each other: 

A lovelier toy sweet nature never made; 

A serious, subtle, wild, yet gentle being. 

Graceful without design, and unforeseeing; 

With eyes — Oh speak not of her eyes! — which seem 
Twin mirrors of Italian heaven, yet gleam 
With such deep meaning, as we never see 
'' But in the human countenance: with me 
She was a special favourite: I had nursed 
Her fine and feeble limbs when she came first 
To this bleak world. . . 

Shelley was now writing again. “ Lines Written among the 
Euganean Hills ” and “ Julian and Maddalo,” as well as the first 
act of Prometheus Unbound, were all written at Este in 1818. 
The first of these was dated by Shelley “ October, 1818,” and 
hence follows Clara’s death; the last was largely written before 
her death. There is no indication in Mary’s journal or elsewhere 
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that dates “ Julian and Maddalo ” definitely before or after Sep- 
tember 24. Hitherto Shelley s letters had shown rare moments 
of deep despair, but his poetry had been strongly optimistic. 
Beginning with " Julian and Maddalo ” and “ Lines Written 
among the Euganean Hills,” and for some months thereafter, 
his personal poems reached their greatest depths of despond- 
ency. If we include “ Jul ian and Maddalo,” Shelly completed 
seven poems in 1818 after Clara Shelley’s death, and eveiy’sih- 
iTa" one of them is tinged with the same nielahcTiory~and 3e- 
spbndence. 

“ Lines Written among the Euganean Hills ” represents a 
partly successful struggle against utter’despair. There must be 
green isles in the deep wide sea of Misery, he argues, or hu- 
manity would not continue to struggle. Shelley’s own despair 
seems to proceed from the thought of a dead body by a “ north- 
ern sea,” which he speaks of as “ unburied ” and unlamented. 
This body might be Fanny Imlay’s, on the Welsh coast, except 
that there was at this time no reason for reviving a grief long 
since healed. It must therefore be the body of Clara, which 
Mary Shelley’s poem “ The Choice ” states was buried on the 
Lido, by the northern Adriatic. But the only death that Shelley 
commonly spoke of as unlamented was his own, hence the lines 
may suggest Shelley’s feeling that he himself died at the same 
time with Clara. That might also explain the “ unburied ” — 
unless Shelley means ( which was true ) that Mary was in a state 
of mind which kept Clara’s grave constantly open. 

Turning in his poem from this despair, Shelley seeks his “ flow- 
ering islands ” in the beauties of sunrise over the plains of Lom- 
bardy, revealing a view of Venice, in a picture of Padua under 
the noontide sun, and of the gradually waning afternoon and 
evening as seen from his point of vantage among the hills. Both 
Venice and Padua are somewhat sombrely represented as tram- 
pled by tyranny, but Shelley thought that the tyranny would be 
eventually overthrown — and this, together with the beauty of 
the day, constituted “ green isles ” that enabled him to close 
with a faintly hopeful feeling that 

Other flowering isles must be ^ 

In the sea of life and agony.** 
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If “ Julian and Maddalo ” was written before the death of Clara, 
the extreme dejection expressed throughout most of its length 
by the Madman is either non-autobiographical or else must be 
referred to some other cause than the death of Clara. Mystferi- 
ous and hitherto unexplained circumstances that occurred at 
Naples two or three months later make this poem, probably the 
first expression of the dejection that culminated at Naples, es- 
pecially significant in any effort to understand the important 
hidden forces which both Shelley and Mary rigorously excluded 
from their letters and journal. Furthermore, it is a poem that is 
in itself mysterious and has never been fully explained. 

“ Julian and Maddalo^’ is usually regarded as a delightful ac- 
count of the first two days of Shelley's renewed association with 
Byron, into which is soon introduced a deeply despondent Mad- 
man whose obscure conversation and history occupy the rest of 
the poem. There are strong indications, however, that the Mad- 
man is the real centre of the poem. Two-thirds of the six hun- 
dred and seventeen lines are devoted to him, and more than a 
third of the poem consists entirely of his broken monologue. The 
argument between Julian (Shelley) and Maddalo (Byron) is 
never concluded after the introduction of the Madman by By- 
ron in support of his contention. Instead, Shelley seemed to con- 
sider that the conclusion of the Madman’s history was the proper 
conclusion for the whole poem. 

This desertion of the assumed initial purpose of the poem 
has been accepted as a more or less characteristic structural 
weakness.*® But if Shelley had not considered the poem to be 
centred on the Madman he would never have prefixed to it the 
motto from Vergil’s Gallus which asserts that Love is no more 
saturated with tears than meadows with streams, bees with 
thyme, or goats with the green leaves of spring. The Madman’s 
story is a story of love and tears, a subject with which the con- 
versation of Julian and Maddalo is totally unconnected. “ The 
‘ Julian and Maddalo ’ and the accompanying poems are all my 
saddest verses raked up into one heap,” Shelley informed his 
publishers'.*® Certainly this applies only to the so-called “ epi- 
sode ” of the Madman and shows that Shelley considered it the 
real centre of the poem. It is quite possibfe (and, I suspect, 
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likely) that Shelley set out to write a poem about his conver- 
sations with Byron, that the first third of the poem was written 
in this serene, unclouded spirit — and that something then oc- 
curted which completely changed the tone and made it in the 
end a very different poem from the one originally intended. In 
this case the first third of the poem must have been written be- 
fore Clara’s death, and the remainder, totally changed by that 
event and its consequences, soon afterwards. 

Such a supposition is supported by the practical certainty that 
the Madman’s story is autobiographical. The intense dejection 
of the Madman, corresponding as it does with the professedly 
personal passages of the same sort thatiiominated Shelley’s po- 
etry for the next few months, strongly suggests an autobio- 
graphical basis. In his letters Shelley once referred to the poem 
as being based upon actual fact, and once to the Madman as a 
real person, like Julian and Maddalo.*^ In the poem Maddalo 
first speaks of the Madman as having been once very like Julian 
( Shelley),®^ and the Madman himself refers to his youthful self- 
dedication to love and justice,** as Shelley had twice before in 
professedly autobiographical passages commemorated his own 
youthful self -dedication. His general character is strikingly sim- 
ilar to the traits that Shelley later assigned himself in Adonais 
and “ Ode to the West Wind.” The Madman’s sensitiveness is 
particularly like Shelley’s, even to Shelley’s occasional illusions 
of seeing the absent as though present: 

But me, whose heart a stranger’s tear might wear 
As water-drops the sandy fountain-stone, 

Who loved and pitied all things, and could moan 
For woes which others hear not, and could see 
The absent with a glance of phantasy . . . 

Me — who am as a nerve o’er which do creep 
The else unfelt oppressions of this earth.®^ 

The centre of the poem, therefore, is an autobiographical por- 
trait of Shelley in the grip of a dreadful . . . reality.” What 
this “ reality ” was for the Madman may not be literally the same 
as what it was for his prototype, Shelley; but whatever it was, it 
was the dominant fact in Shelley's life for several very impor- 
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tant months and lies at the root of his most despondent personal 
poetry. 

Unless ShelleY^mpletely metamorphosed it in transferring 
it from hi mself ^o the Madman, it can hardly have been ‘the 
Trf "il'^nr The mental wreck of the Madman pro- 
ceeded not from a dead child, but from a dead love. He had 
been accompanied from France to Venice by a lady whom he 
loved, and by whom he was spumed and deserted. It was her 
love that had first awakened his, and he had loved “ even to mine 
overthrow but her love had turned to scorn and insult; she 
had rejected his embraces with physical loathing, and had left 
him. Under the lady’s unwarranted scorn and insult he com- 
pares himself to a trodden worm which cannot die, but 

wears a living death of agonies! 

As the slow shadows of the pointed grass 
Mark the eternal periods, his pangs pass. 

Slow, ever-moving, making moments be 
As mine seem — each an immortality! 

Something very much like this morbid hypersensitiveness 
Shelley had already described as his own in a letter to Godwin 
(December 7, 1817) : “ My feelings at intervals are of a deadly 
and torpid kind, or awakened to a state of such unnatural and 
keen excitement that only to instance the organ of sight, I find 
the very blades of the grass and the boughs of the distant trees 
present themselves to me with a microscopical distinctness.” 
But though the Madman writhes under pain and injustice with 
an intense sensitiveness, he protests like Shelley that he has no 
idea of revenge (hois in fact still in love) and that he, will not 
allow his agony to silence his opposition to tyranny.®’ 

Under these conditions the Madman thinks of suicide, as Shel- 
ley almost certainly did at the time, and as he later told Trelawny 
he did two months later at Naples. The Madman was testrained 
by the same responsibility that must have stayed Shelley’s hand 
more than once: 

Do I not live i 

That thou mayst have less bitter cause to grieve? 

I give thee tears for scorn and love for hate; 
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And that thy lot may be less desolate 
Than his on whom thou tramplest, I refrain 
From that sweet sleep that medicines all pain.*® 

These lines completely abolish the old theory that the Madman’s 
lady was Harriet Shelley. But they apply more particularly to 
Mary than even to the lady they purport to describe, for the 
Madman’s lady was financially independent enough to leave 
him, whereas Mary was utterly dependent. 

The cause of the lady’s scorn and loathing is not stated. It 
could not have been infidelity.*® Somehow, for her sake, he 
“ had fixed a blot of falsehood ” on a mind naturally devoted to 
truth. This blot was the cause of much bf the Madman’s agony, 
but not, apparently, of the lady’s scorn, since there is no indica- 
tion that she is aware of it. He asserts that the only road to peace 
is truth, and exclaims: “I must remove a veil from my pent 
mind.” 

Yet he dared not openly avow the falsehood, which not to 
avow was intolerable: 

O, not to dare 

To give a human voice to my despair 

But live and move, and wretched thing! smile on 

As if I never went aside to groan. 

And wear this mask of falsehood even to those 
Who are most dear — not for my own repose — 

Alas, no scorn or pain or hate could be 
So heavy as that falsehood is to me — 

But that I cannot bear more altered faces 

Than needs must be, more changed and cold embraces. 

More misery, disappointment and mistrust 
To own me for their father.^® 

From this passage it seems that the Madman’s falsehood is not 
a particular lie, but a mask of falsehood under which he habitu- 
ally lives. 

There is another lady, however, “ compassionate and wise ” as 
the first is scornful and unrelenting : 

O Thou, my spirit’s mate, 

W^o, for thou art compassionate and wise, 

Wouldst pity me from thy most gentle eyes 
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If this sad writing thou shouldst ever see — 

My secret groans must be unheard by thee, 

Thou wouldst weep tears bitter as blood to know 
* Thy lost friend’s incommunicable woe.^^ e 

Shelley concludes the poem by revealing that two years later 
the Madman’s health began to fail, whereupon the scornful Lady 
who had left him returned, looking meek and remorseful — 
and departed again after his health had mended. 


We can hardly doubt that this Madman is Shelley and that his 
feelings are those of Shelley at Este. Lines 304-15, quoted 
above, show that Shelley has even forgotten his Madman in 
himself. In his physical isolation the Madman had no need to 
worry about “ altered faces ” and “ changed and cold embraces ” 
— the phrases apply only to Shelley, whose emotional loneli- 
ness he feared to increase. But how are we to relate the events 
that produced the Madman’s condition to the events of Shelley’s 
own life? The extreme importance of this hidden crisis, con- 
necting (as we shall see later) with mysterious, hidden events 
at Naples two months afterwards, compels an excursion into 
subjective interpretations which the biographer fully realizes 
may be highly treacherous. 

There is no word in Mary’s journal or the letters of Shelley 
and Mary to help us; there is extant, in fact, only one letter writ- 
ten from Este after Clara’s death. But twenty years later Mary 
commented briefly on the similarly despondent poems that Shel- 
ley resumed writing as soon as they were again settled: 

Yet many hours were passed when his thoughts, shadowed by ill- 
ness, became gloomy, and then he escaped to solitude, and in verses, 
which he hid for fear of wounding me, poured forth morbid but too 
natural bursts of discontent and sadness. One looks back with un- 
speakable regret and gnawing remorse to such periods; fancying that, 
had one been more alive to the nature of his feelings, and more at- 
tentiveto soothe them, such would not have existed . . . and yet en- 
joying, as he appeared to do, every sight or influence of earfli or 
sl(y, it was di£Scult to imagine that any melancholy he showed was 
aught but the effect of the constant pain to which he was a martyr.^^ 
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This comment must be as true of the poems and state of mind 
and health of Shelley at Este as to the plainly similar, continued 
conditions at Naples two months later. From Este in late Sep- 
tember to Naples in late December the tone of Shelley’s poems 
moderated somewhat, but remained otherwise completely uni- 
form. In the last passage quoted above from “ Julian and Mad- 
dalo ” the Madman says that “ this sad writing ” may never be 
seen by his “ spirit’s mate ” — and Mary’s journal at Este shows 
no knowledge of either “ Julian and Maddalo ” or “ Lines Writ- 
ten among the Euganean Hills.” This suggests, as does the 
phraseology of the entire passage, that the second lady there 
appealed to is really Mary Shelley — tho former Mary, to whom 
Shelley now regarded himself as a “ lost friend,” whose “ gentle 
speech,” expressive eyes, and " young wisdom ” he had so elo- 
quently praised in the dedicatory poem to Loon and Cythna, 
and whose full compassion ( or, as he then called it, “ all-pow- 
erful benevolence”) toward Claire he had recorded in their 
journal for December 19, 1814. 

To identify the scornful Lady who deserted the Madman we 
must imagine Mary’s thoughts at the time of Clara’s death and 
the very probable eflFect of those thoughts on a brooding mind 
that was subject to attacks of deep despondency. Mary must 
have seen clearly and bitterly that Clara’s death was directly 
traceable to Claire Clairmont’s restless and reckless insistence 
upon visiting Allegra, to Shelley’s yielding to Claire, and to his 
initial deception of Byron that had caused Shelley to insist upon 
the hot and hurried journey from Bagni di Lucca to Este, with 
its tragic results for their child. If she used bitter and scornful 
words toward Shelley, as the Madman’s Lady did toward the 
Madman, and if she regarded Shelley for a while with a hysteri- 
cal physical loathing, it would have been nothing so unnatural 
or unusual as the careless observer of life may suppose! Such 
bitternesses are usually repented later and are sealed up and as 
nearly as possible forgotten. Shelley’s own condition at the time, 
however, would have prevented his viewing the situation nor- 
mally. 

If this all too probable sequence of thought and action really 
occurred, then the Madman’s recalcitrant mate who deserted 

47 



Explanation of “Julian and Maddcdo” 


[1818 


him at Venice was also Mary Shelley,*^ turned temporarily into 
a strange antagonistic personality by her grief. Shelley thought 
Mary had deserted him when Clara died at Venice, and Mary 
in the end professed remorse for something which even in her 
statement sounds like spiritual desertion. Such a desertion by 
Mary would have shattered Shelley at any time. Coming at a 
time of ill health and nervous hypersensitiveness it might well 
have been magnified by him into something far worse than it 
was. 

But what of the Madman’s “ mask of falsehood,” which looms 
so large in the poem? The only known falsehoods in Shelley’s 
life in which one might be tempted to seek for an actual pro- 
totype are Shelley’s falsehood against Harriet, when he over- 
came Mary’s reluctance to elope by accusing Harriet of infidel- 
ity, and the more recent falsehood by which he had allowed 
Byron to suppose that his family had accompanied him to Padua. 
The first of these, if Shelley was ever conscious of it as a false- 
hood, was long past, and had been followed by several years of 
happy imion with Mary. The second was no longer a falsehood, 
for Byron had been told of the arrival of Mary and the children 
at Este, after Shelley had summoned them. Neither fits the char- 
acter of the falsehood described in the poem. That falsehood ap- 
pears to be not a single falsehood, but a state of falsehood — a 
false appearance — of which the Lady is the cause, of which 
she is kept ignorant, and of which the Madman’s friends must 
b6 kept ignorant lest they turn against him. 

This precisely describes the false show which Shelley was at 
the moment keeping up with Mary and with all their friends 
about the situation between them. Such a state of mind was 
kept from Mary — she testified herself that he hid his dejected 
poems from her and that she had not realized his state of mind. 
No word of the situation was uttered to any outsider. If he had 
proclaimed that Mary no longer loved him, he knew he would 
encounter “ altered faces ” from the world and from their joint 
friends. The intensity of the poet’s suffering from this lie could 
hardly apply to any experience except one actually existing as 
he wrote. No old affection for Harriet or old yet-to-be-demon- 
strated love for Claire will serve, for the cause of the Madman’s 
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agony avowedly still existed.** It was so strong that the suflFerer 

was compelled to utter it, in spite of a determination to keep it 

secret: 

> 

I must remove 

A veil from my pent mind. Tis tom aside! 

And tom aside it was, for purposes of emotional relief, while 
the fact that it had been so remained for a hundred years con- 
cealed. Later, in the most autobiographical part of Epipsy- 
chidion, he employed the same technique of proclaiming an au- 
tobiographical basis while concealing its real meaning. 

The state of affairs between Shelley arid Mary probably never 
became as extreme as that described in the poem. In telling 
Hunt that the third person in his story was from actual life Shel- 
ley added that he was, “ with respect to time and place, ideal.” 
That is, his emotions at the time and place specified in the poem 
were not literally and absolutely true. In some respects they 
may have been heightened by the memory of former scenes with 
Harriet, or even with Claire. They must have been heightened 
by the intensity of Shelley’s self-sympathy and by an abnormal 
condition of both mind and body. Mary’s statement that Shel- 
ley’s mind was “ shadowed ” at Naples by illness must have been 
starkly and almost frightfully true of the mind that uttered “ Jul- 
ian and Maddalo.” The sudden violence and injustice to which 
Shelley could give utterance under such conditions is well sug- 
gested by his conduct toward his mother in 1811, and by Iris 
quick, bitter outbursts against the Gisbomes in 1820. Under 
such conditions the extent of Mary’s desertion is not to be meas- 
ured by that of the Madman’s Lady, but a desertion of some 
extent is obvious. So deep was Shelley’s dejection — so intensi- 
fied, perhaps, by morbid self-pity — that he was not able to 
make the Madman’s later reconciliation with his Lady final or 
complete. 

Knowing that Julian and Maddalg . ” ■C9ntained_&Q mfi of. bis 
best poetry up to this time. ShelW was probably loth to 4hrow 
it aside entirely. He felt safe enough in publishing it,*so long as 
it appeared without his name, for the story it concealed was one 
that could be known to no one except possibly Claire Clairmont 
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and Mary.*^ If his judgment on this point seems rash, the re- 
peated failure of critics to penetrate his meaning shows that it 
was true for over a century. He could not anticipate the later 
collection of hundreds of his letters which would finally furnish 
the slight clues necessary for seeing this poem in its true light. 

For four months after the death of Clara less than a dozen let- 
ters of Shelley’s are extant, two of which are short business notes. 
Beyond a record of movements and a few personal opinions 
these letters give practically no hint of Shelley’s misery while he 
was writing, far less of its cause. They do, however, mention 
a much worse state of health — and Shelley’s health of body and 
mind usually kept fairly parallel. Otherwise the letters are re- 
markably impersonal; one recalls the Madman’s resolve'*® to 
keep the life of the understanding free from that of the emo- 
tions and wonders at Shelley’s success in doing so. His fine, 
impersonal descriptions of Venice, Rome, and Naples are gener- 
ally admitted to be among the best letters of the sort that Eng- 
lish literature affords. Reading them before they were sent, 
Mary added a postscript to Peacock: “ Keep Shelley’s letters, for 
I have no copies of them and I want to copy them when I return 
to England.” Like the Lady in the poem and like some of the 
characters in Prometheus Unbound, Shelley had divided his per- 
sonality. During these four months the intellectual, more im- 
personal side of his nature was producing an almost matchless 
series of travel-letters, and at the same time the Madman was 


giving more chastened utteranc^to his veiled sorrow in nearly 
every poem Shelley wrote^^'"^ 


Shelley wrote to the Olliers that “ The ‘ Julian and Maddalo ’ 
and the accompanying poems are all my saddest poems raked 
into one heap.” Thus we learn that when he sent the poem to 
Himt in August 1819, it was accompanied by poems which 
Shelley not only associated with it, but desired to be printed 
with it for that reason. 'The poem was never printed in this man- 
ner, but the significant accompanying poems may be easily iden- 
tified as some or all of the poems known to have been written 
between the death of Clara Shelley and the time Shelley sent 
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the manuscript to Hunt. One needs only to eliminate all poems 
that are not sad and all poems already in print at the time of 
Shelley’s reference to “ the accompanying poems.” This leaves 
only" The Past,” “ On a Faded Violet,” “ Invocation to Misery,” 
“ Stanzas Written in Dejection, near Naples,” “ Sonnet: Lift Not 
the Painted Veil ” — all written in 1818 — to which might pos- 
sibly be added only " The Question,” and “ Death,” both written 
in 1820. All but the last two of these poems must also be the 
same poems which ( in her Note on the Poems of 1818 ) Mary 
Shelley said Shelley hid from her for fear of wounding her feel- 
ings, for they are the only known poems of 1818 that could pos- 
sibly have wounded her. * 

It is clear, therefore, that the poems which Shelley associated 
with “ Julian and Maddalo ” were also poems which Mary as- 
sociated with herself. In the light of this fact it is interesting to 
see what Mary did with them when she afterguards published 
most of them for the first time in Posthumous Poems (1824). 
“ Julian and Maddalo,” the only long poem in the volume, natu- 
rally came first. Afterwards came sixty-six short poems, includ- 
ing four of the five " saddest poems ” of 1818. One of the four, 
“ On a Faded Violet,” had already been printed by Leigh Hunt; 
the one omitted by Mary, perhaps the most revealing poem in 
the group, was “ Invocation to Misery,” first published by Tom 
Medwin in 1832. But did Mary print the related poems close to 
“ Julian and Maddalo,” as Shelley had intended? Between " Jul- 
ian and Maddalo ” and the first one of this group she interposed 
ten other poems. Ten poems intervene between the first and 
second and also between the second and third. The fourth is the 
last poem in the volume, separated from the third by sixteen in- 
tervening poems. It would have been impossible to dissociate 
the poems more completely than Mary Shelley dissociated them, 
nor have they ever yet been printed together as Shelley in- 
tended. 

If we now consider these short poems as related to “ Julian and 
Maddalo ” we see their real meaning for the first time, and con- 
firm the meaning of the longer poem. 

The first two of these poems speak plainly, like “ Julian and 
Maddalo,” of a happy love that has turned to sorrow. 
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THE PAST 

Wilt thou forget the happy hours 

Which we have buried in Love’s sweet bowers. 

Heaping over their corpses cold 

Blossoms and leaves instead of mould? 

Blossoms which were the joys that fell. 

And leaves, the hopes that yet remain. 

Forget the dead, the past? O yet 

There are ghosts that may take revenge for it; 

Memories that make the heart a tomb, 

Regrets whicl^ glide through the spirit s gloom, 
And with ghastly whispers tell 
That joy, once lost, is pain. 


ON A FADED VIOLET 

The colour from the flower is gone, 

Which like thy sweet eyes smiled on me; 

The odour from the flower is flown, 

Which breathed of thee and only thee! 

A withered, lifeless, vacant form, 

It lies on my abandoned breast. 

And mocks the heart which yet is warm 
With cold and silent rest. 

I weep — my tears revive it not. 

I sigh — it breathes no more on me; 

Its mute and uncomplaining lot 
Is such as mine should be. 

These two poems have hitherto been read without the slight- 
est suspicion that the first is a direct remonstrance to the poet’s 
Wife for scorning the happy past which is dead, and the second 
an allegorizing of her apathy. When Shelley sent “ On a Faded 
, yiolet” to Sophia Stacey in March 1820 in lieu of a promised 
poem on ‘singing, he characterized the verses as “ old stanzas 
. . . which, though simple and rude, look as if they were dic- 
tated by the heart. And so — if you will tell no one whose they 
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are, you are welcome to them.” This is the same anonymity 
Shelley wished for Julian and Maddalo.” 

The third poem is a sonnet beginning, 

Lift not the painted veil which those who live 
Call Life . . . 

and after describing life’s deceptions and disappointments, con- 
tinues: 

I knew one who had lifted it — he sought 
For his lost heart was tender, things to love. 

But found them not. ... • 

In the fourth poem, Invocation to Misery,” Shelley may now 
be seen again addressing Mary Shelley, whom the title so well 
fitted. The first four stanzas are quite clear in their application: 

Come, be happy! sit near me. 

Shadow-vested misery! 

Coy, unwilling, silent bride. 

Mourning in fiiy robe of pride. 

Desolation deified! ~ 

Come, be happy! sit near me: 

Sad as I may seem to thee, 

I am happier far than thou. 

Lady, whose imperial brow 
Is endiademed with woe. 

Misery! we have known each other. 

Like a sister and a brother 
Living in the same lone home. 

Many years — we must live some 
Hours or ages yet to come. 

Tis an evil lot, and yet 
Let us make the best of it; 

Jf love can live when Pleasure dies, 

We two will love, till in our eyes 
This heart s Hell seem Paradise. 
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The next two stanzas summon Misery to be happy in the midst 
of sights and sounds that were formerly sweet; then: 

Hal thy frozen pulses flutter 
With a love thou darest not utter. 

Thou art murmuring — thou art weeping — 

Was thine icy bosom leaping 
While my burning heart was sleeping? 

Kiss me; oh! thy lips are cold; 

Round my neck thine arms enfold — 

They are soft, but chill and dead; 

And thy teas s upon my head 
Bum like points of frozen lead. 

The two following stanzas actually repeat the Madman’s plea in 
Julian and Maddalo, lines 384r-390; and the two final stanzas pre- 
sent life as an illusion of puppets to be laughed at, coneluding: 

What but mockery can they mean 
Where 1 am — where thou hast been? 

“ Stanzas Written in Dejection, near Naples,” which will be con- 
sidered later, shows that this strain in Shelley’s poetry contin- 
ued into December. 

These poems, by the indirect testimony of both Shelley and 
Mary, are autobiographical and are connected with “ Julian and 
Maddalo.” When the attendant circumstances are considered 
they coiJd not possibly apply to anything except the relations 
of Shelley and Mary in the autumn and winter of 1818. They 
exclude, definitely and completely, both Claire Clairmont and 
the absurd mysterious lady whom Medwin presented as the key 
to the mystery of Shelley’s dejection.®^ 'The poems show that 
Mary probably abandoned the inimical attitude reflected in 
“ Julian and Maddalo ” and sank into an apathy of grief, which 
desolated Shelley, but which he soon came to regard with 
mourpful sympathy rather than with wild resentment, as at first. 
It is this early antagonism on both sides that makes me suggest 
that Mary at first held Shelley indirectly responsible for Clara’s 
death. lire antagonism soon vanished, but the alienation, both 
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spiritual and physical, continued until the beginning of 1819. 
One sees at last why “ Julian and Maddalo ” and Epipsychidion 
were almost the only longer poems of Shelley about which 
Mary remained completely silent in her Notes. They were the 
poems which most needed elucidation, and which Mary alone 
could elucidate. But to do so would completely “ remove a veil ” 
which Mary was willing only to touch for one brief moment, 
as she had done in her poem “ The Choice.” 

Though there is plenty of evidence of the mutual continued 
love and respect of Shelley and Mary thereafter, it was never 
the same as it had been before. There were later minor domestic 
crises. Neither Shelley nor Mary ever qufte retraced all the steps 
by which they had withdrawn from their early rapturous union. 
At different times afterwards, in a number of poems that have 
commonly been supposed to have no particular personal signifi- 
cance, Shelley returned to the mood of mournful disappointment 
that followed upon the agonized resentment of his Madman.** 

Mary, like Shelley, also felt the contradictory impulse both to 
conceal a private discord and to “ remove a veil ” from her “ pent 
mind.” Shortly after Shelley’s death a possibly exaggerated re- 
morse caused her to write her poem “ The Choice,” containing 
the following explanation and apology: 

— thou hast often sung. 

How fallen on evil days thy heart was wrung; 

Now fierce remorse and unreplying death 
Waken a chord within my heart, whose breath. 

Thrilling and keen, in accents audible 
A tale of unrequited love doth tell. 

It was not anger, — while thy earthly dress 
Encompassed still thy soul’s rare loveliness. 

All anger was atoned by many a kind 

Caress or tear, that spoke the softened mind. . . . 

It speaks of cold neglect, averted eyes. 

That blindly crushed the soul’s fond sacrifice: — 

My heart was all thine own, — but yet a shell 
Closed in its core, which seemed impenetrable ** 

Thus it is that for three vitally important months of Shelley’s 
life the most significant circumstances have been concealed by 
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highly subjective confession-poems that were never intended 
as full confessions, but were deliberately obscured by both Shel- 
ley and Mary. Neither Mary’s journal nor Shelley’s letters give 
any hint of the abnormal emotional situation which both con- 
cealed from their friends, but which nevertheless dominated 
most of Shelley’s poetry at the time. 


Before the ill-fated journey from Bagni di Lucca to Venice it 
had already been decided to go to Naples for the winter. This 
plan was now resumed. On October 11 Shelley and Mary set 
out for a last visit to Venice before their departure south, leav- 
ing William and Allegra en route at Padua, presumably with 
Claire. For ten days they dined with the Hoppners almost every 
day and spent most of the evenings with them, except for three 
evenings (October 13, 21, 22) that Shelley spent with Byron. 
It is of some possible significance in view of what happened 
soon afterwards at Naples to know that the principal object of 
his evenings with Byron was to secure Byron’s consent to pro- 
longing Allegra’s visit. He argued and begged, but in vain. By- 
ron, with whom he had at first been so delighted, was now a 
great disappointment to him — a man dominated by obstinate, 
self-willed folly, degrading himself with the lowest associations 
and debaucheries, whose candour to his friends was not to be 
fully trusted — and yet a great poet still.®^ 

A frequent guest at the Hoppners was the Chevalier Men- 
galdo, a veteran of Napoleon’s campaigns, who talked of his ex- 
periences in Russia and related ghost-stories. While Shelley was 
spending an evening with Byron ( October 21 ) , Mary was taken 
by the Hoppners to see a comedy which she found “ stupid be- 
yond measure.” On the 24th Shelley went to Este to fetch Al- 
legra, who must now be returned to Byron, and on October 31, 
the day after Shelley’s return with Allegra, they took leave of the 
Hoppners and set out for Este. November 5 saw them started 
on the long overland trip to Rome and thence to Naples. They 
travelled with less expense by having bought their own horses 
and by using Paolo as coachman.'^'^ 

56 




1818] 


Toward Rome; Impressions en Route 


Whoever wishes to see the effects of such a journey upon a 
hvely and intelligent mind should read Shelley’s detailed ac- 
count in the letters, which even the usually unenthusiastic Pea- 
cock thought exceptionally fine. 

At Ferrara on November 6-7 Shelley wrote Peacock a long and 
interesting account of the prosperous farms between Este and 
Ferrara and of the sights of Ferrara, rich in relics of Ariosto and 
Tasso. The fresh beauty of old illuminated manuscripts in the 
large public libraiy, the armchair, the inkstand, and the hand- 
writing of Ariosto are all thoughtfully described. Shelley even 
deduces the mental complexions of Ariosto and Tasso. “ The 
handwriting of Ariosto is a small, firm and pointed character 
expressing, as I should say, a strong and keen, but circumscribed 
energy of mind; that of Tasso is large, free, and flowing except 
that there is a checked expression in the midst of its flow which 
brings the letters into a smaller compass than one expected at the 
beginning of the word. It is the symbol of an intense and earnest 
mind exceeding at times its own depths, and admonished to re- 
turn by the chillness of the waters of oblivion striking upon its 
adventurous feet.” The dungeon in which Tasso had been for 
so many years imprisoned seemed to him “ a horrible abode for 
the coarsest and the meanest thing that ever wore the shape of 
man, much more for one of delicate sensibilities and elevated 
fancies.” His pity was particularly aroused by a sight of some 
of the manuscripts in which Tasso flattered his persecutor: 
“ There is something irresistibly pathetic to me in the sight of 
Tasso’s own handwriting moulding expressions of adulation and 
entreaty to a deaf and stupid tyrant. . . 

From Ferrara to Bologna was a rainy day’s travel (November 
8) through a marshy, uninteresting country. At Bologna they 
spent the better part of two days in churches and palaces and 
in the Accademia delle Belle Arte looking at paintings. A long 
letter to Peacock is devoted almost entirely to an accormt of these 
paintings. Shelley was especially impressed with Guido’s Rape 
of Prosperine.” A Guercino convinced him that the painter 
might surpass the writer in giving a true picture of religious 
austerity: 
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I never saw such a figure as this fellow [Saint Bruno, founder of 
the Carthusians]. His face was wrinkled like a dried snake’s skin 
and drawn in long hard lines. His very hands were wrinkled. He 
looked like an animated mummy. He was clothed in a loose dress 
of death-coloured flannel such as you might fancy a shroud might 
be after it had wrapt a corpse a month or two. It had a yellow 
putrefied ghastly hue which it cast on all the objects around, so 
that the hands and face of the Carthusian and his companion were 
jaundiced in this sepulchral glimmer. Why write books against re- 
ligion, when one may hang up such pictures. But the world either 
will not or cannot see,®® 

By November 14, after passing the night successively at 
Faenza, Cesena, and Catholica, they began the ascent of the 
Apennines. For six days (November 14-19) their road wound 
around and over mountains and ravines. Following the valley 
of the Metaiuns through scenery that was exceedingly beauti- 
ful,” they passed along a road made by the Consul iEmilius, 
and through an ancient tunnel in which the Roman chisel-marks 
were still plainly discernible. They slept, generally without 
much comfort, at Fossombrone, Scheggia, Foligno, Spoleto, 
Temi, and Nepi.®^ Spoleto, wdth the large castle that had domi- 
nated it from Roman times and the high aqueduct connecting 
two mountain tops, seemed to Shelley “ the most romantic city 
I ever saw.” 

The falls of the Velino at Temi put Mary in mind of Sappho 
leaping from a rock and roused Shelley to one of his finest enthu- 
siasms of description: 

From Spoleto we went to Temi, and saw the cataract of the 
Velino. The glaciers of Montanvert and the source of the Arveiron 
is the grandest spectacle I ever saw. This is the second. Imagine 
a river sixty feet in breadth, with a vast volume of waters, the out- 
let of a great lake among the higher mountains, falling 300 feet into 
a sightless gulph of snow white vapour, which bursts up for ever 
and for ever, from a circle of black crags, and thence leaping down- 
wards, made 5 or 6 other cataracts, each 50 or 100 feet high, which 
exhibit on a smaller scale and with beautiful and sublime variety the 
same appearances. But words, and far less could painting, will not 
express it. Stand upon the brink of the platform of cliflE, which is 
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directly opposite. You see the ever moving water stream down. It 
comes in thick and tawmy folds, flaking off like solid snow gliding 
down a mountain. It does not seem hollow within, but without it is 
unequal, like the folding of linen thrown carelessly down; your eye 
follows it, and it is lost below; not in the black rocks which gird it 
around, but in its own foam and spray, in the cloud like vapours boil- 
ing up from below, which is not like rain, nor mist, nor spray, nor 
foam, but water, in a shape wholly unlike anything I ever saw before. 
It is as white as snow, but thick and impenetrable to the eye. The 
very imagination is bewildered in it. A thunder comes up from 
the abyss wonderful to hear; for, though it ever sounds, it is never 
the same, but, modulated by the changing motion, rises and falls in- 
termittingly. We past half an hour in onef spot looking at it, and 
thought but a few minutes had gone by.®^ 

Two days after witnessing this sight Mary wrote in her jour- 
nal; 

Friday, Nov. 20. — We travel all day the Campagna di Roma — 
a perfect solitude, yet picturesque, and relieved by shady dells. We 
see an immense hawk sailing in the air for prey. Enter Rome. A 
rainy evening. Doganas and cheating innkeepers. We at length get 
settled in a comfortable hotel. 

Since they intended to return to Rome for two or three months 
at the end of February the Shelleys remained there only a 
week ( November 20-7 ) before resuming the journey to Naples. 
There were visits to St. Peter's, the Vatican, the Capitol, the 
Colosseum, the Forum, the Pantheon, and various other places 
of less note. The sight of galley slaves working among the ruins 
must have detracted somewhat from the pleasure of the scene.®® 
On November 22 they attended the opera, which Mary con- 
demned as “ the worst I ever saw." Mary found time to continue 
her reading of Montaigne and to sketch some of the ancient Ro- 
man ruins. Shelley, who had been reading Plato’s Republic on 
the journey, appears to have discontinued reading in favour of 
writing. Mary’s journal for November 25 states: “Shelley be- 
gins the Tale pf the Coliseum.’’ 

Mary’s almost bare record of places comes vividly to light in 
Shelley’s later letter to Peacock. In this letter, after a detailed 
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picture of the Colosseum, Shelley proceeded to a more general 
picture: 

Near it is the arch of Constantine, or rather of Trajan; for the 
servile and avaricious senate of degraded Rome ordered that the 
monument of his predecessor should be demolished in order to 
dedicate one to the Christian reptile, who had crept among the 
blood of his murdered family to the supreme power. It is exquisitely 
beautiful and perfect. The Forum is a plain in the middle of Rome, 
a kind of desert full of heaps of stones and pits; and though so near 
the habitations of men, is the most desolate place you can conceive. 
The ruins of temples stand in and around it, shattered columns and 
ranges of others complete, supporting cornices of exquisite work- 
manship, and vast vaults of shattered domes (laquearis) distinct 
with the regular compartments, once filled with sculptures of ivory 
or brass. The temples of Jupiter, and Concord, and Peace, and the 
Sun, and the Moon, and Vesta, are all within a short distance of 
this spot. Behold the wrecks of what a great nation once dedicated 
to the abstractions of the mind! Rome is a city, as it were, of the 
dead, or rather of those who cannot die, and who survive the puny 
generations which inhabit and pass over the spot which they have 
made sacred to eternity. In Rome, at least in the first enthusiasm of 
your recognitions of ancient time, you see nothing of the Italians. 
The nature of the city assists the delusion, for its vast and antique 
walls describe a circumference of sixteen miles, and thus the popula- 
tion is thinly scattered over this space, nearly as great as London. 
Wide wild fields are enclosed within it, and there are grassy lanes 
atid copses winding among the ruins, and a great green hill, lonely 
and bare, which overhangs the Tiber. The gardens of the modern 
palaces are like wild woods of cedar, and cypress, and pine, and 
the neglected walks are overgrown with weeds. The English bury- 
ing place is a green slope near the walls, under the pyramidal tomb 
of Cestius, and is, I think, the most beautiful and solemn cemetery 
I ever beheld. To see the sun shining on its bright grass, fresh, when 
we first visited it, with the autumnal dews, and hear the whispering 
of the wind among the leaves of the trees which have overgrown the 
tomb of Cestius, and the soil which is stirring in the sun warm earth, 
and to mark the tombs, mostly of women and young people who 
were buried there, one might, if one were to die, desire the sleep 
they seem to sleep. Such is the human mind, and so it peoples with 
its wishes vacancy and obUvion.^® 
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Shelley left Rome for Naples on November 27, a day ahead of 
the rest of the party, in order to secure lodgings into which they 
could move directly upon their arrival. Travelling vetturino 
with a Lombard merchant and a Neapolitan priest, he reached 
Naples on November 29, three days ahead of his family.**® If he 
followed the route by which Mary arrived at Naples, he crossed 
the Campagna to Velletri, traversed the Pontine Marshes, and 
passed through Terracina and Gaeta, near which town Mary 
was deeply impressed by the tomb and villa of Cicero. Part of 
the journey lay through the most robber-infested district of It- 
aly, and Shelley kept his pistol handy, but there were no inci- 
dents beyond the terror of the priest at*sight of the pistol. All 
that Shelley thought fit to record of his journey was an impres- 
sion of the wild beauty of the country and the barbarous feroc- 
ity of the inhabitants. 

On entering Naples he was confirmed in his impression by 
witnessing an assassination: 

A youth ran out of a shop pursued by a woman with a bludgeon, 
and a man armed with a knife. The man overtook him, and with 
one blow in the neck laid him dead in the road. On my expressing 
the emotions of horror and indignation which I felt, a Calabrian 
priest who travelled with me laughed heartily and attempted to 
quiz me as what the English call a flat. I never felt such an inclina- 
tion to beat anyone. Heaven knows, I have little power, but he saw 
that I looked extremely displeased, and was silent.®^ 

The lodgings taken by Shelley were at No. 250 Riviera di 
Chiaia,®* in the better part of the city. Immediately in front of 
them were the Royal Gardens, in whose shaded walks Mary 
and Shelley often strolled, viewing Capri and Vesuvius across 
the blue waters of the bay. The weather was mildly warm and 
simny and reminded Shelley of the best days of an English sum- 
mer. Humanity in Naples might be base and degraded, but 
external nature provided a fine compensation.®® The scenery 
seemed “ more delightful than any within the immediate reach 
of civilized man.” '^® About three weeks after his arrival Shelley 
concluded his -first Neapohtan letter to Peacock by saying that 
his spirits were depressed and his health not good, but that he 
expected Naples to benefit him. 
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Delight in Naples; Poor Health 

As for the people, Shelley thought less of the Neapolitans than 
of the other Italians, whom he rated low enough. Italian women, 
empty-headed and smelling of garlic, disgusted him particu- 
larly. For Leigh Hunt he summed up his impressions as follows ; 

There are two Italies — one composed of the green earth and trans- 
parent sea, and the mighty ruins of ancient time, and aerial moun- 
tains, and the warm and radiant atmosphere which is interfused 
through all things. The other consists of the Italians of the present 
day, their works and ways. The one is the most sublime and lovely 
contemplation that can be conceived by the imagination of man; 
the other is the most degraded, disgusting, and odious. What do 
you think? Young wome'h of rank actually eat — you will never guess 
what — garlick! 

Though the climate and scenery of Naples continued to de- 
light Shelley during January and February, his health did not 
improve. Standing or walking for hours in museums exhausted 
him. An English surgeon diagnosed his illness as a disease of 
the liver and gained some temporary success by a treatment 
based upon mercury and Cheltenham salts; and some improve- 
ment was also produced by painful applications of caustic to 
his side.’’* During a good part of the time he was confined to the 
house. Very likely it was on account of his health that Shelley 
bought carriage-horses about the middle of February, by which 
the sightseeing was made much easier.^® 

«• Externally, the life of Shelley s party in Naples consisted 
largely in sightseeing. Shelley’s letters to Peacock constitute an 
almost matchless account of sightseeing excursions. The first of 
these was to Bate, on December 8. The party took boat early 
on a fine, cloudless morning when the sea was so calm that the 
seaweed upon the floor of the bay could be seen with a startling 
distinctness that came back to Shelley when he wrote his “ Ode 
to the West Wind.” Through the intense heat and light of the 
early afternoon they traversed a part of the Bay of Pozzuoli, past 
lofty,, rocky islets and enormous sea-cavems to the promontory 
of Misenum, where they disembarked to view the Elysian 
Fields, already made memorable for Shelley and Mary by the 
sixth book of Vergil’s Mneid. They entered the Bay of Baiae and 
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coasted down the left shore, landing occasionally to inspect 
some of the picturesque ruins that line the bay. In the water 
imder their boat (as a result of ancient seismic disturbances 
that had submerged a part of the shore) they could see “ ruins 
of its antique grandeur standing like rocks in the transparent 
sea.” Shelley saw this sight even more vividly in recollection 
about a year later when he pictured the transparent “ blue Medi- 
terranean ” in summer sleep, yet seeing 

— in sleep dim palaces and towers 
Quivering within the wave’s intenser day, 

% 

All overgrown with azure moss and flowers 
So sweet, the sense faints picturing them! 

On the same excursion they visited Lake Avemus, the cavern 
of the sibyl, a ruined temple of Pluto, and various ruins at 
Pozzuoli, the ancient Dicasarchia, where Shelley was reminded 
of a description in Petronius. " After seeing these things,” Shel- 
ley wrote, "we returned by moonlight to Naples in our boat. 
What colours there were in the sky, what radiance in the eve- 
ning star, and how the moon was encompassed by a light un- 
known to our regions! ” 

On December 16 there was another long day’s excursion to 
Vesuvius, Shelley, Mary, and Claire took a carriage to Resina. 
From this point Mary and Shelley rode mules, and Claire, who 
had twice fallen from a horse at Bagni di Lucca, rode fearfully 
in a chair carried by four fierce-looking men. Past the hermitage 
of St. Salvador, where a rope-belted old hermit served them 
lunch, they wound up the mountain, crossing a vast stream of 
hardened lava, “an actual image of the waves of the sea, 
changed into hard black stone by enchantment.” Over rocks of 
lava and declivities of ashes they reached the summit, “ an ir- 
regular plain, the most horrible chaos that can be imagined,” 
of chasms, stones, cinders, and black, calcined boulders, with 
smoke and “ liquid fire ” issuing steadily from a central cone. 
They watched it in a sort of dreadful fascination until after 
nightfall, noting that one of the slow lava streams was about 
twenty feet broad and ten feet high. By daylight they could 
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scarcely see the fire for the volvimes of white sulphurous smoke 
in which the lava streams were enveloped, but in the dark, as 
masses cracked oflF from the main stream, they could see the fiery 
glow extending from top to bottom. 

The return journey, at ten o’clock by torchlight, was some- 
thing of a Gothic nightmare. Against the lurid background of 
the volcano they picked their way among boulders and ashes. 
The savage guides shouted and yelled or sang wild songs and 
eventually threatened to deposit Claire by the roadside. They 
were prevented only by Paolo’s liberal promises of a beating. 
Shelley was attacked b^ one of his sudden seizures and had to 
be taken to the hermitage imtil his intense suffering was relieved. 
The “ worst effect ” of this, he added characteristically, “ was 
spoiling the pleasure of Mary and Clare.” 

Shelley’s memorable visit to the ruins of Pompeii occurred on 
December 22. His next letter to Peacock contains five printed 
pages of descriptive details of temples, streets, dwellings, the 
forum, and the amphitheatre. He did not limit himself, how- 
ever, as in the two former excursions, to presenting a vivid and 
complete picture to the physical sense of a distant reader. Pom- 
peii had been a Greek city, and Shelley was profoundly inter- 
ested in the Greek manner of life. Viewing the modest but ar- 
tistic dwelhngs, Avith their central open courts, the magnificent 
temples, “ mostly upaithric,” and the theatres open to the sun 
^d the stars, Shelley stood amazed at what Athens must have 
been, if this was only a small Greek city of about twenty thou- 
sand people: 

They lived in harmony with nature; and the interstices of their in- 
comparable columns were portals, as it were, to admit the spirit of 
beauty which animates this glorious universe to visit those whom it 
inspired. ... I now understand why the Greeks were such great 
poets; and, above all, I can account, it seems to me, for the harmony, 
the unity, the perfection, the uniform excellence, of all their works 
of art. They lived in a perpetual commerce with external nature and 
nourished. diemselves upon the spirit of its forms.'^’^ 

Neither Mary’s journal nor Shelley’s letters mention a later 
visit to Pompeii in £he company of Charles MacFarlane, a young 
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English traveller of nineteen then sojourning in Naples, Only a 
few days before Shelley left Naples he had formed a chance ac- 
quaintance with MacFarlane before a statue of a Roman matron 
in the Royal Bourbon Museum. They had been introduced to 
each other the next morning by Shelley’s physician, Dr. Roskilly, 
and had spent the rest of the day in a visit together to Pompeii. 
The rapid journey from Naples, in a queer-looking calesso drawn 
by two black, spirited horses, brought the colour into Shelley’s 
cheeks and exhilarated his spirits. Later, after several hours 
among the ruins, they seated themselves on a lava rock by the 
sea, and Shelley fell silent. A look of suph intense, unconscious 
melancholy descended upon him that MacFarlane was ever aft- 
erwards convinced it was the mood that produced “ Stanzas 
Written in Dejection.” On the return journey Shelley recovered 
his high spirits, joked with the Italian driver, and displayed great 
interest in a macaroni-factory that they stopped to inspect. They 
were beset by beggars, for whom Shelley emptied his pockets 
of coins. “ Poor creatures,” MacFarlane commented; but Shel- 
ley responded: “ Not a bit of it; they are happier than I — I dare 
say they are happier than you.” 

The longest of the excursions from Naples was to the ruins of 
another Greek city, Posidonia (Psestum), sixty miles to the 
south. The first day’s journey (February 23) brought the party 
through the most romantic scenery, to Salerno. The weather, 
which had been bright and fair for two months, was now dark 
and stormy. A part of the journey during the night lay along the 
shore and was lighted only by the breaking of the waves. Fif- 
teen miles beyond Salerno a swollen stream had carried away 
the bridge and rendered the ferry unsafe, so that the last seven 
miles ( five in Mary’s account ) had to be traversed on foot over 
a rough, marshy road. This left only two hours for contemplat- 
ing the ruins. Shelley came away with the impression of “ some 
half -remembered dream ” of colxunns and walls and dark purple 
Apennines in the background, but it was enough for a rather de- 
tailed description to Peacock.^* 

Between these longer excursions there were several visits to 
places of interest in Naples and near by, Herculaneum and the 
museum at Portici were visited on December 5, Vergil’s Tomb 
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and the Grotto of Pausilippo on December 15 and the former 
again on the 28th, the Lago d’Agnano, with its tame wildfowl, 
on February 11. On the same day (February 11) and again on 
February 14 they viewed the Caccia d’Ischieri, once (like the 
Lago d’Agnano) an active volcano, now a royal hunting pre- 
serve, in which they saw King Ferdinand in a shooting-box wait- 
ing for the wild boars to appear. At about the same date they 
saw the Grotto del Cane, where they refused to witness the usual 
exhibit of dogs being slowly and painfully asphyxiated by vol- 
canic gas. On February 10 they went to Caserta. One visit to 
the opera (December j.3) and two or three each to the Studii 
and the Royal Bourbon Musemn apparently complete the rec- 
ord. The statues, particularly the ancient ones, Shelley admired 
greatly, but the Renaissance paintings he thought “ sufficiently 
miserable,” and overrated. It was on one of his later visits to 
the Museum that Shelley talked once, though without exchang- 
ing names, with Gabriele Rossetti, who was later to marry the 
sister of Dr. Polidori and become the father of one of Shelley’s 
most distinguished expositors.®® 


Both Shelley in his letters and Mary in her journal furnish re- 
markably meagre information about their domestic life. They 
knew no one in Naples when they arrived, and they met almost 
no one there except one or two casual fellow sightseers. The only 
new acquaintances mentioned in Mary’s journal or Shelley’s 
letters for the entire period were a “ M. Rosmilly,” who dined 
with them on February 14, and " Madame Falconet,” passim. 
Charles MacFarlane, who left a record of a casual acquaintance, 
is mentioned by neither Shelley nor Mary. Both Shelley and 
Mary read, of course, but hardly so much as usual. They read 
parts of Winkelmann’s History of Art ( in French ) and two can- 
tos of Dante’s Inferno aloud to each other. Each read several 
books of Livy, and Madame de Stael’s Corinne, and Shelley read 
a part and Mary all of Sismondi’s History of the Republics of the 
Middle Ages. Shelley read separately in Euripides and in Plu- 
tarch’s Lives, and Mary in Dante, Montaigne, Vergil’s Geomics, 
“ Ad^le de Senanges ” and “ History ViVi^ra ” ^ 
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Claire Clairmont is mentioned only once or twice in Shelley’s 
letters, and once in Mary’s journal, as ill on December 27 ; nei- 
ther William Shelley nor his dead sister Clara is mentioned. 
One domestic occurrence ignored by Mary in her journal, but 
destined to have important consequences, was the loss of two 
servants, Paolo and Elise, who were discharged because they 
were about to become the parents of an illegitimate child.*’ 

The loneliness of their private lives was probably an unfor- 
tunate circumstance for the Shelleys, considering the state of 
mind in which they had left Este. It was somewhat mitigated, 
however, by letters. Mary maintained a rather reserved and 
contracted correspondence with Mrs. Gftborne; Madame Hopp- 
ner sent some details about Byron and Allegra. Byron, she in- 
formed Mary, continued to live “ dans une dehauche aff reuse ” 
which would sooner or later ruin him. He would certainly never 
consent to Allegra’s return to Claire. Allegra suffered unnatu- 
rally from the cold; in spite of a warm room and flannel cloth- 
ing her hands and feet were always “ comme des morceaux de 
glace and she had become “ tranquille et serieuse comme une 
petite vieille.” 

Leigh Hunt wrote describing his new enterprise. The Literary 
Pocketbook, in which he had made bold to print Shelley’s “ Mari- 
anne’s Dream,” but without signature. With his usual tact, he 
must have guessed that Shelley felt the Quarterly’s preliminary 
blasts more than he admitted. He warned Shelley that a more 
open assault was soon to be expected, and comforted him at the 
same time with the assurance that public disgust against the 
Quarterly’s tactics was increasing every day. If GiflFord and his 
allies continued their attacks. Hunt promised to “ buckle on my 
old rusty armour, and give them such a carbonado as I know I 
am able to give, and they most capable of feeling.” Shelley took 
note of this in his next letter by expressing the mistaken convic- 
tion that Southey was the anonymous Quarterly assailant and 
that he was animated by a deadly private hatred.** 

Peacock wrote about his own literary plans, his methodical, 
simple manne](of life at Marlow, and his expectations of a lucra- 
tive position with the East India Company which would prob- 
ablyimake it impossible to accept Shelley’s invitation to Italy. 
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More than any others, Peacock’s letters kept Shelley informed 
of political conditions in England. Shelley was particularly 
pleased at Peacock’s account of the Bank Note forgery trial: 

There have been four capital trials for forgery of Bank Notes, and 
the Jury has found the prisoners “ Not Guilty,” expressly declaring 
that they could never believe the evidence of hired informers who 
betrayed men into crime; that they could not themselves distinguish 
the forged notes from the true; and that unless they were furnished 
with some certain criterion, they would not take the ipse dixit of 
the Bank Inspectors that the notes were forged. This is saying that 
they will hang no more men for the murderous paper-mill and that, 
if its wheel continues to turn, it shall be by other means than blood.®^ 

To this Shelley’s comment was: “ Your news about the Bank- 
note trials is excellent good. Do I not recognize in it the influ- 
ence of Cobbett? ” Perhaps Shelley was reminded by such talk 
that his old sense of mission had reached a rather low ebb un- 
der his recent troubles. It was far from abandoned, however. 
He had cried out in his poetry and letters against the tyranny 
at Venice and Padua and in the very depths of his despair at 
Este he had proclaimed in “ Julian and Maddalo ” that he would 
never cease to cry out. To Peacock he exclaimed: 

O, if I had health, and strength, and equal spirits, what boundless 
intellectual improvement might I not gather in this wonderful coun- 
try! At present I write little but poetry, and little of that. ... I 
consider Poetry very subordinate to moral and political science, and 
if I were well, certainly I should aspire to the latter; for I can con- 
ceive a great work, embodying the discoveries of all ages, and har- 
monising the contending creeds by which mankind have been ruled.*® 

Shelley was in fact writing little poetry, but the poems he did 
write are extremely important biographical documents. Of the 
few poems and fragments dated 1818 by Mrs. Shelley, only four 
or five may be referred more particularly to time and place. One 
of these is “ Stanzas Written in Dejection, near Naples,” dated 
by Mrs. Shelley “ December, 1818.” Shelley first describes the 
external beauty by which he is surroimded — warm sun, clear 
sky, snowy mountain-tops, blue isles, dancing waves, and the 
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green and purple seaweed, clearly seen through the transparent 
water. So far he might have been — and to some extent was — 
translating into poetry the more enthusiastic passages of the let- 
ters by which the external world, including Mary, was supposed 
to judge the state of his mind. But the concluding line of these 
two opening stanzas comes directly to his inner dejection: 

“ How sweet! did any heart now share in my emotion." Imme- 
diately following is one of Shelley’s most mournful confessions: 

Alas! I have nor hope nor health, 

Nor peace within, nor calm around. 

Nor that content surpassing wealth 
The sage in meditation found 
And walked with inward glory crowned — 

Nor fame, nor power, nor love, nor leisure. 

Others I see whom these surround — 

Smiling they live and call life pleasure; 

To me that cup has been dealt in another measure. 

Very probably some of the other poems that have previously 
been discussed in connection with “ Julian and Maddalo ” were 
written at this time. We have already seen that these poems are 
of a piece with the dejected poems written at Este and must 
have been among those that Mary afterwards said “ he hid from 
fear of wounding me.” 

These poems certainly show that the feeling of complete deso- 
lation and desertion that overpowered Shelley’s inner conscious*- ‘ 
ness at Este while he outwardly maintained an apparently unruf- 
fled front continued at Naples, under the same conditions. Yet 
it was at Naples, on December 18 and 19, that Mary finished 
making the fair copy of Rosalind and Helen and that Shelley 
wrote the Advertisement to that poem, dating it “ Naples, Dec. 
20, 1818.” In that Advertisement he pays tribute to Mary as “ a 
dear friend, with whom added years of intercourse only add to 
my apprehension of its value, and who would have had more 
right than anyone to complain, that she has not been able- to ex- 
tinguish in me .the very power of delineating sadness*.” Unless 
the " Lines Written in Dejection ” were written before Decem- 
ber 20 and were followed almost immediately by a happier state 
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of a£Fairs between Shelley and Mary, this means that Shelley was 
not willing, in his public character, simply to maintain silence 
about the lack of sympathy that certainly existed, but that for 
the public he was even willing to suggest the contrary. After all, 
Shelley’s public tribute was only suggestion — it merely states 
that Mary was unable to remove his melancholy, not that she 
tried. We have Mary’s own confession that she did not try. 

Shelley was indeed preserving the Madman’s secret from both 
his Lady and the public, and still not violating the literal truth. 
“ I never will be a party,” he wrote Leigh Hunt in another con- 
nection, only two days after writing this Advertisement, “ in 
making my private aflFalrs or those of others to be topics of gen- 
eral discussion.” Perhaps he also thought that by suggesting a 
temporarily absent virtue he could expedite its presence. Mary 
herself has stated that this was often Shelley’s principle of deal- 
ing with people.*® 

Biographers and critics have always half-suspected a particu- 
lar reason for Shelley’s dejection at Naples. But they have failed 
to consider its identity with the despair first expressed at Este 
and so have missed the true cause of both, while following a 
melodramatic false clue with which Shelley had supplied Tom 
Medvdn. In 1821, long after the domestic crisis had been sur- 
mounted, Shelley showed his poems of dejection to Medwin, 
who very probably asked for an explanation of their background. 
At any rate Shelley told him a story which Medwin later ad- 
vanced as the explanation and which has ever since been taken 
as a possible clue both to Shelley’s despair and to another and 
more genuine mystery in Shelley’s life at Naples.*® A mysterious 
lady, Shelley said, had followed him first to Switzerland and 
had later met him at Naples only a few days before dying there. 
It was a story which Byron later scouted as pure imagination, 
and of which Shelley said Mary was still ignorant. 

The poems that Medwin quoted as supporting his theory were 
the very ones that we have already seen prove that Mary Shel- 
ley, and no one else, was the source of Shelley’s mysterious de- 
jection, Shelley’s ovra evidence abolishes the existence of the 
mysterious lady. Elsewhere I have shown its extreme improb- 
ability on other grounds.®® It is exactly the kind of story Shel- 
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ley would have told to mislead or forestall an embarrassing 
curiosity. Possibly he was also experimenting on Medwin with 
the plot of a poem he intended to write, but never wrote, about 
a “ dreadful or beautiful ” reality that occurred in Naples.®^ 
This “ reality ” may now be revealed. It was not told to Med- 
win, a fact which casts still further doubt upon the story that 
was told, since it is plainly the real centre of the so-called “ 5Jea- 
politan mystery ” in Shelley’s life. 


According to Shelley’s own statement before a Neapolitan mag- 
istrate, a daughter was bom to Shelle)» and Mary at No. 250 
Riviera di Chiaia, on December 27, 1818, at 7.00 p.m.®® This 
child was given the name of Elena Adelaide Shelley, and was 
baptized in the parish of San Giuseppi, Chiaia, on Febmary 27, 
1819, exactly two months after its birth. The birth-record, bear- 
ing the same date, is signed by Shelley and by two witnesses 
from the neighbourhood — Francesco Florimonte, fifty-seven, 
a cheese-monger living at 128 Fondo Pennine, and Antonio di 
Lorenzo, twenty-three, a hairdresser living at 223 Riviera di 
Chiaia. The certificate of baptism states that the midwife was 
Gaetana Musto. Ordinarily at Naples when children were pre- 
sented for registration both parents appeared, but Mary was not 
present upon this occasion. Except for the official account of 
the child’s death and three puzzling references to his “poor 
Neapolitan ” and his Neapolitan “ ward,” ®® in Shelley’s later ‘ 
letters, this constitutes the sole documentary history of a hith- 
erto unknown child oflScially declared by Shelley to be his 
daughter and Mary’s. 

Shelley’s references to this child in 1820 in his letters to the 
Gisboraes show clearly enough — unless he deceived them — 
that the child was not his. Certainly the child was not Mary’s. 
For two weeks before and after Elena’s biilh Mary’s journal has 
its regular daily entries, which differ in no way from her usual 
entries except that they are perhaps briefer than usual. During 
the whole of her stay in Naples she never once recorded herself 
as ill. Nowhere in her journal or in any of her known letters 
did she ever refer to this child. Later events make it difficult 
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to believe that she did not know of its existence, but if she 
did, she seems to have resolved never to mention it. Never- 
theless, she herself furnished proof that Elena was not her child, 
for on June 29, 1819, when Elena was still alive, she wrote of 
Clara and William as her “ two only and lovely children,” and 
in November 1819 she wrote of herself as having been childless 
“ for live hateful months.” It is also a fairly certain inference 
that Elena Shelley did not live at No. 250 Riviera di Chiaia for 
the two months that elapsed between her birth and its registra- 
tion.®* 

Since both Shelley and Mary maintained a resolute reticence 
about Elena Adelaide Shelley, we are here forced to substitute 
hypothesis for authenticated biography. In the abstract, there 
are four hypotheses, one of which must be the solution of Elena 
Shelley’s parentage. She must have been the daughter of Shel- 
ley and Claire, of Shelley and an unknown mother, of Claire 
and an unknown father, or of parents both of whom are un- 
known. Naturally only one of these possibilities can be the true 
solution, yet any one remains possible until the others are abol- 
ished. Further to complicate the difficulty created by the evi- 
dent desire of both Shelley and Mary to conceal the whole 
episode, there is some dubious contemporary testimony which 
seems to support both the first and the second possibilities. 

The second and third hypotheses may be dismissed rather 
briefly. The story of the mysterious lady who died at Naples 
while the Shelleys were there is obviously a false clue by which 
Shelley sought to distract Tom Medwin’s curiosity. We have 
already, seen that the poems Medwin associated with this lady 
are really to be associated with Mary Shelley. On other grounds 
it is practically impossible to credit the lady’s existence.®® The 
only lady in Shelley’s life who could have died in Naples in 
December 1818 was the lady whom Shelley was at that time 
trying to resuscitate in his secret poems — the Mary Shelley he 
had known prior to the death of Clara. When this circumstance 
is properly understood, there remains not a single positive cir- 
cumstance to support a belief that Elena was the daughter either 
of Shelley and an unknown mother or of Claire and an unknown 
father. LF neither of these possibilities can be quite abolished, 
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it would appear to be only because concrete docrunentary evi- 
dence of the true solution has very probably been destroyed.*^ 

The possibility that Elena was the daughter of Shelley and 
Claire Clairmont gains powerful support from the so-called 
“ Hoppner scandal,” which is discussed in full in its proper 
chronological place in Chapter xxvii. Here it need only be sum- 
marized in its bare essentials. In the summer of 1820 the Shel- 
leys’ discharged servant Elise Foggi told Mrs. Hoppner in Venice 
that while the Shelleys were in Naples Claire Clairmont had 
borne Shelley a child, that the child had been bom in Claire’s 
room and had been immediately spirited into a foundling hospi- 
tal, and that Mary Shelley had been k«pt in entire ignorance 
both at the time and later. She added also that while in Naples, 
Mary Shelley was treated by both Shelley and Claire with 
neglect and positive unkindness.®" The official records of the 
existence of Elena Adelaide Shelley are sufficient proof that 
Elise’s story can no longer be dismissed as an unfoimded slander. 
There is the further fact, which is certainly startling enough, 
that on the very day of Elena’s birth, according to the birth 
certificate, Mary Shelley’s journal states that Claire was ill. In 
notes to Mrs. Hoppner and Mary Shelley, Elise afterwards de- 
nied having told any such story, but unfortunately it is her 
denial rather than her story which must be set aside as a total 
fabrication. 

There are other more general circumstances that will im- 
mediately rise to mind to lend apparent verisimilitude to Elise' 
Foggi’s story. The situation between Shelley and Claire in 1815, 
Godwin’s statement that all three of his daughters had been in 
love with Shelley, Claire’s somewhat dubious statement in old 
age that she had been in love with Shelley,*® Claire’s probable 
identity with the Comet in Epipsychidion, and the well-known 
radical theories of both Shelley and Claire about marriage — 
all seem to support Elise Foggi’s story. In March 1820, when 
he was corresponding with the Gisbomes apparently about 
Elena, Shelley asked to be addressed imder a false name; and 
again in 1822, .when Claire was in frequent confer^ce with 
Elise and Elise was writing her repudiation of the story, Shel- 
ley made the same suggestion to Claire.^*® 
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Yet every single one of these considerations is dubious. The 
situation in 1815 is very far from a clear case of physical at- 
traction, and even if it was, it must have been obliterated by 
Claire’s afFair with Byron immediately afterwards. The two 
statements that Claire loved Shelley are unconvincing and even 
if true carry no implication as to what Shelley felt. Shelley now 
smiled at the idea that he was willing to put his radical social 
and moral ideas into practice,^*”^ nor would he ever have been 
willing to practise them except openly. The position of Claire 
in Epipsychidion is not clearly anything more than adequate to 
the special circumstances. Emilia Viviani’s letters show that she 
was devoted to Shelley, Mary, and Claire as a group, and to 
each one individually without much distinction between them, 
so that it was no more than natural that Shelley should assign 
all three women a place in the regulation of his life — and a 
definitely subordinate one to Claire. As to the false addresses, 
Shelley may have used them either because the subject was one 
of which Mary must be kept ignorant (which presumes the 
truth of Elise’s story) or because it was a subject known to 
Mary and known to exasperate her ( which is capable of a dif- 
ferent interpretation, as will be seen later). The latter seems 
more probable, since Mrs. Gisborne, Mary’s foster-mother and 
best friend, would have been an unnatural confidante for a 
really guilty secret, and also because it was Shelley’s habit, when 
Mary’s nerves were likely to be upset, to keep disturbing com- 
"munications away from her.^"* 

The journals of Mary and Claire would not of course be 
expected to oflFer direct support of Elise’s story, if it were true, 
but they should aflFord unconscious evidence which could be 
adduced in its support — some indication of Claire’s unusual 
feeling for Shelley, of Mary’s suspicion of Claire (rather than 
mere occasional irritation), of Claire’s special interest in Naples 
as long as Elena was alive there, or of Claire’s disturbed state 
of mind when Elena died. Nothing of the sort occurs. From a 
close study of all the journals and letters of Shelley, Claire, and 
Mary the only justifiable conclusion seems to be that Shelley 
regarded Claire both as a sister and as a ward; that he sometimes 
drew sympathetic comprehension from her when Mary was 
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apathetic, but probably never felt physically attracted to her; 
that Claire felt similarly toward Shelley with the possible ex- 
ception of a dawning physical attraction in 1815 which was 
consumed (if it existed) by her affair with Byron; and that the 
attitude of Mary and Claire toward each other, which con- 
tinued many years after Shelley’s death, was one of general 
sisterly affection and duty interrupted by sharp spells of an- 
tagonism due principally to Claire’s propensity sooner or later 
to quarrel with nearly everyone with whom she associated. 

Neither does the previous conduct of Shelley and Claire ac- 
cord satisfactorily with the theory of their guilt. Knowing that 
a child was to be born, it is incredible that they would risk 
everything by not arranging for Claire’s absence during the 
period of danger — if they really hoped to conceal the matter 
from Mary. As a matter of common sense they could not have 
anticipated anything except discovery, sooner or later. Their 
only hope would have lain in winning Mary’s co-operation after 
having convinced her in advance that the child was not Shelley’s. 
Mary had co-operated similarly at the birth of Allegra and would 
have done so again. If she did so again in Naples she might 
have pretended ignorance as a part of a general effort to deceive 
the servants — foolhardy as such an attempt seems. Only by 
supposing that Elise was deceived can one accept the good 
faith of her allegation that Mary never knew of a birth xmder the 
circumstances described. Doctors agree that it is not impos-, 
sible for such births to happen undetected, but it is wildly im- 
probable; and it is even more difficult afteiwards to conceal from 
a daily associate that a birth has occurred. If Elena Shelley was 
really the daughter of Shelley and Claire, it may be taken for 
granted that Mary knew of her birth (if not her identity) in 
advance. Her co-operation, however, was a strange one if her 
journal for the day in question is to be trusted. It reads: " Finish 
2nd book of the ‘ Georgies.’ Clare is not well. Shelley reads 
Winklemann. Walk in the Gardens.” 

When Elise’s charges were repeated to Mary Shelley sKe de- 
nied them with a passionate vigour that has hitherto been con- 
sidered a complete refutation. She stated frankly that Claire 
had been ill for two days at the time in question, but asserted 
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that she had attended her, that the illness was a familiar one 
for which she had administered familiar medicines, and that no 
such birth as Elise described could have occurred. This com- 
pletely demolishes Elise’s story — unless Mary was deliberately 
lying. But if Mary believed that Elena was indeed Claire’s 
child either by Shelley or by an unknown father, it is not im- 
probable that she would have lied rather than ruin either Claire 
or Shelley, and in the latter case herself, by telling the truth. 
For suspicious minds the “ Hoppner scandal ” will not be abol- 
ished as possible truth unless the truth of Mary’s denial can 
somehow be demonstrated. In Chapter xxvii I have quoted and 
analysed the correspondence between Shelley and Mary and 
have concluded that their letters are genuinely sincere. My 
main reason for this conviction is their tone of passionate trust 
and confidence in each other. For if Elise’s story is substantially 
true, then Shelley and Mary both knew it was true, and each 
knew that the other knew. They might agree in denying its 
truth to the world. But they were both persons of unusual sin- 
cerity and integrity; there was no reason to lie passionately to 
each other when each would have known the other to be lying. 
It is doubtful if either could have made to the other such a bare- 
faced exposure of moral bankruptcy even if it had seemed need- 
ful, but to have done so for no reason at all is incredible. 

This conclusion seems to be supported by a significant piece 
j)f negative evidence. Shelley wrote a number of poems in Na- 
ples reflecting an unusual state of his domestic emotions. If 
Claire had recently borne him a child one would expect the 
poems in some manner to point to Claire as a centre of emotional 
disturbance, but instead they point clearly to Mary and con- 
tinue a state of mind begun at Este three months earlier. 

The breakdown of Elise’s story in spite of its apparent support 
by several circumstances and the obvious truth of several of 
its details can only be due to one of two facts. Either Elise 
believed her story and misreported certain facts because she 
misuhdejrstood them, or else she was wilfully perverting facts 
in a skilful eflFort to damage th^helleys. Both Shelley and Mary 
asserted the latter. When ElSe’s husband tried with the same 
story to blackmail Shelley in 1820, Shelley wrote to the Gis- 
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homes that Paolo was “taking advantage of my situation at 
Naples in December 1818 to attempt to extort money by threat- 
ening to charge me with the most horrible of crimes.” And 
Mary Shelley, writing to Shelley about the Hoppner scandal, 
said: “ They are as cunning as wicked.” 

The incontestable facts supporting Elise’s story are (1) the 
existence of a child, ( 2 ) the state of strain within the household, 
(3) the illness of Claire at the time, and (4) the fact that the 
child did not live within the house. Either an honest eflFort to 
account to herself for these facts or a dishonest efiFort to use them 
against the Shelleys led most reasonably to her other assertions. 
Evidently Elise did not herself see a bahy or attend Claire in 
her illness, or she would have said so. Either honestly, to satisfy 
herself, or dishonestly, to impress others, she pieced together 
these facts with a logical chain of incidents necessary to com- 
plete her story. Assuming or pretending that the child was 
Claire’s followed naturally enough from Claire’s illness at the 
time. This involved assuming that the child was bom in the 
house, and this involved assuming Mary’s ignorance. The fact 
that Elise had never seen the child in the house involved sup- 
posing it to have been immediately spirited away. The found- 
ling hospital was the natural place to take it, and so Elise may 
have believed it was taken there. 

Indeed, the child may actually have been in the fovmdling hos- 
pital before its baptism and official registration two months 
later. It was certainly not with the Shelleys, and Shelley was 
very probably visiting it somewhere else. If Shelley visited 
Elena at the foundling hospital, the clever, unscmpulous Paolo, 
Elise’s husband, probably knew of the visits. He may also have 
known ( what I suspect to be the tmth ) that the child was ob- 
tained from the hospital in the first place. Shelley’s three known 
references to the child were as “my poor Neapolitan,” “my 
Neapolitan,” and “my Neapolitan charge,”^** which suggests 
that Elena was a Neapolitan, not merely that she came under his 
care at Naples. Also he named her Elena, the Italian^ form of 
an English name xmder which he had recently written of Mary 
in Rosalind and Helen^^‘ If circumstances had not furnished 
Elise with a ready basis for concluding that the child was bom 
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to Claire in Shelley’s lodgings she might have concluded that 
it came from the foundling hospital, but to Elise ( or to those 
she may have hoped to deceive) such a hospital was primarily 
a place for depositing children; there was no problem about ob- 
taining them. 

It has seemed necessary to linger so long over the “ Hoppner 
scandal ” because of the extraordinary combination of factors 
that give it such superficial credibility. It was a practically per- 
fect basis for blackmail and will perhaps still attract honest be- 
lievers. For a time I believed it myself, before I perceived that 
its basis, upon closer analysis, grew weaker rather than stronger, 
as any true basis should have grown. Even so it cannot be 
absolutely discredited on the evidence I have given unless 
another hypothesis of Elena’s parentage can be made to appear 
more probable, by evidence more substantial than the com- 
parative weakness of competing possibilities. 

The fourth hypothesis, that Elena was the child of parents 
unknown to us and probably unknown to Shelley, seems to me 
to fulfil the conditions of acceptance. These conditions are: ( 1 ) 
that it must be in character, (2) that it must fit the peculiar 
circumstances in which the Shelleys foimd themselves in Naples, 
(3) that it must provide a reasonable explanation for all the 
peculiar circmnstances that made the “ Hoppner scandal ” cred- 
ible, and (4) that it must introduce no fresh improbabilities 
for which acceptable explanations are not forthcoming. 

The conclusion that Elena was an adopted child fits the 
known characteristics and behaviour of the principal parties 
so much better than other explanations that it must be the true 
one, even though it is supported by no evidence other than 
inference. Shelley was intensely lonely as the result of a pecul- 
iar estrangement from Mary that was never openly admitted 
and was probably partly pathological on both sides. Elise no- 
ticed this without imderstanding it. Very likely Claire noticed 
also and remonstrated with Mary, being naturally Shelley’s 
partisan, or perhaps Elise saw one of Claire’s tantrums. Shel- 
ley was so despondent at Naples that he is said to have at- 
tempted suicide.^** In his loneliness he must have thought of 
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a desire that had formerly been almost an obsession with him. 
This long-standing desire was to adopt a little girl. As a small 
boy he had scoured the neighbourhood for a gypsy girl to adopt; 
as a youth he had with difficulty been dissuaded by Gibbons 
Merle from adopting and educating two little girls. At Marlow 
he had adopted Polly Rose, so far as circumstances permitted. 
Now that his daughter was dead, the idea recurred. He had 
already tried, and failed, to persuade Byron to allow Allegra 
to remain with him. Perhaps an adopted daughter might win 
Mary back to her usual self. He would name her Elena, after 
his portrait of Mary in Rosalind and Helen. 

Normally Mary would have been eonsulted at this point. But 
Shelley in one of his tense emotional strains would have been 
quite capable of adopting a child without informing Mary at 
the time. If Mary was consulted, she evidently refused to ac- 
cept an obscure little Italian infant as a substitute for the lost 
Clara. In any event Shelley probably decided to adopt a little 
girl without Mary’s immediate consent — for Mary’s consent 
at the time would have resulted in the child’s living with its 
foster-parents, which was not the case. 

Shelley must have known already the impossibility of legal 
adoption in England. Not until the next year, 1819, did England 
possess a statute legalizing adoption. Previous to this the re- 
lationship was without legal status.'®^ Fearing, as he did, that 
the Court of Chancery might deprive him of his own children 
by Mary, and expecting to return to England with a child not ' 
his own, Shelley had every reason to make the child’s position 
secure. This could only be done by disguising a de facto adop- 
tion as a legal birth and preserving the utmost secrecy about 
what had been done. Even to-day, with legal adoption secure 
and easy, and without Shelley’s special reasons, adoptive parents 
have been known to employ the same method.^®* In Naples, 
where life was cheap, the scheme should have been easy enough 
for a native, but whether or not it was easy for a foreigner and 
a non-Catholic is uncertain. Elise Foggi would appear to have 
known something definite about a foundling hospitd, which 
suggests that Shelley had no difficulty in securing his little girl 
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directly. If difficulties arose, a child could easily enough have 
been secured from some willing family through the bribery of 
a midwife. 

Such a child could not have been brought into the home until 
Mary’s consent and co-operation were obtained. In two other 
details also Mary’s co-operation would be needed. In case of 
any perfunctory official questions she would have to pretend 
that Claire’s illness on the day of the child’s alleged birth was 
her own, in which she would have been supported by the mid- 
wife, Gaetana Musto, whose name appears on the birth-regis- 
tration. Also, before it was too late their English friends should 
be informed that Maiy had given birth to a child or expected 
soon to do so. There was plenty of time for this, however, since 
it would probably be a year or two before the child would ap- 
pear in England, and they were safe enough with the Gisbomes, 
the only people in Italy to whom Mary might have been ex- 
pected to send such a letter. One might assume that Mary’s 
formal consent, however grudging, was won by February 27, 
the day on which the child was baptized and registered, without 
the supposed mother’s attendance. These two acts involved 
Mary irretrievably. If she did not know about Elena before, 
she was now bound to know sooner or later — and not only to 
know, but to act her part as mother. Few people except a Shel- 
ley would have dared go so far without a previous understand- 
ing, and it seems doubtful that even a Shelley would do so. 

“ In all Mary’s voluminous journals or letters there remains no 
shred of direct evidence to show that she even knew of Elena 
Adelaide’s existence. Yet, just as her letters to Marianne Hunt 
demonstrate by inference that she was not Elena’s natural 
mother, so her letter to Shelley on the “ Hoppner scandal ” 
proves clearly that she understood all about Elena. She could 
never have described the Foggis’ machinations as dangerously 
cunning without understanding the factors that made them so 
— otherwise, like all the subsequent commentators, she would 
have-regarded them as mere stupid malignity.'"® 

At thd time of registering the child Shelley would have to be 
prepared with the precise time and date of Elena’s “ birth 
and since he was claiming that she was bom in his lodgings 

80 



1818-19] A Solution of the Mystery 

he must have thought it a clever idea ( in case of any perfimctory 
question ) to give the only date on which any possible mother 
for the child had been ill. If Claire had been the actual mother, 
it would have been far better to falsify the date. 

Paolo either helped with the arrangements or was alert and 
ingenious enough to discover them. In no other way could he 
have acquired a basis for his later attempts at blaclonail. Had 
Paolo known of the secret birth of a child of Shelley and Claire, 
Shelley would never have discharged him under antagonizing 
circumstances. But Paolo did know of Claire’s illness and of 
an adopted child and he knew that a combination of these two 
facts would receive the worst interpretation from people who 
knew Shelley’s reputation. Later he might even persuade Elise 
of the truth of these charges. Elise was at the time an expectant 
illegitimate mother herself and might naturally find a secret 
liaison the best explanation for a puzzling domestic strain which 
we know to have been due to other causes. Hence the story told 
later by Elise, but told much earlier by Paolo, without Elise’s 
participation. Probably neither Paolo nor Elise knew of the reg- 
istration or christening of Elena, which took place after their dis- 
charge. Before these events Paolo was a known rascal and Elise 
a reliable and respected servant, but their stories seemed to the 
Shelleys to tar them both with the same brush. 

Before coming to Naples the Shelleys had intended to return 
to Rome in the early spring. Their recent bitter experience with 
Clara had given them a dread of travelling in Italy with very 
young children. It was better to leave Elena in good hands at 
Naples and return in a few months for a longer sojoum.^^® By 
February 19 the Shelleys had already seen most of what was to 
be seen at Naples and were ready to carry out their original 
intention of returning to Rome. On February 27 Mary entered 
in her journal the one word; “ Pack.” While she was packing, 
Shelley was attending to the registering and christening of 
Elena Adelaide. Possibly she was already domiciled with a 
family living at Vico Canale, No. 45, where she was living at 
the time of her death. But tragic events were to prevent their 
return, and Shelley was never to see Elena Adelaide again. On 
an occasion totally imconnected with Medwin’s interest in the 
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Naples mystery, Shelley once remarked to him that when he 
left Naples he was in fear of arrest.^^® This, at least, must have 
been true, on account of the false birth certificate. 

Meanwhile it was time for Mary Shelley to write to her Eng- 
lish friends that she had become a mother, if she ever intended 
doing so. Only the Godwins and Hunts, with Hogg and Pea- 
cock, would have expected any such announcement, and it is 
possible that Mary never intended deceiving them. Such false 
news would have been hard to write, since Mary was obviously 
opposed to the scheme. She would have been safe enough in 
deferring her letters a few weeks until she felt more equal to 
it. Yet within a month after leaving Naples Mary must have 
learned that she was to become an actual mother in November. 
It was still possible to pretend that she had become a mother 
in December of 1818, but it was probably even more distasteful. 
At any rate, Mary never wrote. When Shelley wrote to the 
Gisbomes on April 6 it was evident that they had decided not 
to deceive the Gisbomes about Elena’s parentage, and Shelley’s 
later references to Elena in letters to the Gisbomes indicate that 
they had been told the truth. Thereafter any idea of persuading 
their friends in England that Elena was their own daughter 
must have been abandoned. Nevertheless documents were still 
available at Naples to defeat any attempt in England to deprive 
Shelley of Elena on the grotmds that she was not legally his 
child. 

Note 

In this solution of the mystery of Elena Adelaide Shelley I have 
frankly stated the last hypothesis as if it were a proved fact, and I 
shall hereafter refer to it as such. In the present and possibly final 
state of the evidence the conclusion I have reached seems practically 
inevitable, but it still remains hypothetical because of the paucity of 
documentary and testimentary evidence. This fact should not be 
overemphasized, however. Any reader called upon to reach con- 
clusions in a similar matter involving a neighbour or kinsman would 
probably be forced to do so upon less “ evidence ” than the present 
case affords. In considering every possible hypothesis I have been 
forced into an unbiographical style and a prolixity of detail for which 
the importance of striving for the exact tmth must be sufficient ex- 
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cuse. No fact or possible fact in my possession tending to support 
any one of the four possible conclusions has been ignored or con- 
sciously slighted except a few comparatively insignificant matters 
which have been treated in later chapters and to which due refer- 
ence has been made. 
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ROME AND VILLA VALSOVANO 

THE SIGHTS OF ROME; DEATH OF WILLIAM SHELLEY; 
GRIEF AND DESPAIR AT VILLA VALSOVANO; 
GODWIN AND CHARLES CLAIRMONT; PURLISHING 

e 

ARRANGEMENTS; THOUGHTS OF ENGLAND 


On February 27, 1819 Mary packed clothes and other belong- 
ings while Shelley attended to the baptism and birth-registration 
of Elena Adelaide. The next day, at two o’clock in the afternoon, 
the party set off for Rome, driving behind their own horses, as 
formerly, A new driver, named Vincenzo, supplied the place of 
the accomplished but unscrupulous Paolo, They slept the first 
night at Capua and the second at Gaeta, where they tarried all 
the next day, playing chess, strolling about the woods and sea- 
shore, and thinking thoughts of Cicero, who had once owned a 
.villa on the very spot occupied by their inn. On March 3 they 
slept at Terracina, and on the next night, after an arduous day’s 
travel, at Velletri. Thence it was only a day’s journey, over 
the hills of Albano and across the Campagna, to Rome. Here 
they stayed for two days at the Villa di Parigi, removing on 
March 7 to the Palazzo Verospi, on the Corso. From this cen- 
tral position they immediately set about sightseeing. “ ‘ All that 
Athens ever brought forth wise,’ ” Mary quoted in her journal, 

All that Afric ever brought forth strange 
All that which Asia ever had of prize 
‘ Was here to see.^ 

Throughout the remainder of March not a day passed without 
its record of sightseeing in the journals of Mary and Claire. 
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Again and again, in sunlight, moonlight, or rain, they visited 
the Colosseum, with its weed-grown arena and broken arches 
overgrown with wild olive, myrtle, and fig. Next to the Colos- 
seum Shelley was most impressed by the Baths of Caracalla. 
" Never was any desolation more sublime and lovely,” he 
thought, than the high, straight walls of its six enormous cham- 
bers, their fissures sending forth vegetation, their floor now a 
level green in which elm trees had grown up. Through a crum- 
bling stairway in one of the buttresses he ascended to the top, 
and from this viewpoint later described the scene to Peacock: 

There grow on every side thick entangled wildernesses of myrtle, 
and the myrletus, and bay, and the flowering laurustinus, whose 
white blossoms are just developed, the wild fig, and a thousand 
nameless plants sown by the wandering winds. These woods are 
intersected on every side by paths, like sheep tracks through the 
copse wood of steep mountains, which wind to every part of the 
immense labryinth. From the midst rise those pinnacles and masses, 
themselves like Mountains, which have been seen from below. In 
one place you wind along a narrow strip of weed-grown ruin; on 
one side is the immensity of earth and sky, on the other a narrow 
chasm, which is bounded by an arch of enormous size, fringed by the 
many coloured foliage and blossoms, and supporting a lofty and ir- 
regular pyramid, overgrown like itself by the all-prevailing vegeta- 
tion. Around rise other crags and other peaks, all arrayed, and the 
deformity of their vast desolation softened down, by the undecaying 
investiture of nature. Come to Rome. It is a scene by which expres- 
sion is overpowered; which words cannot convey.^ 

Often, in all lights and weathers, Shelley walked among the 
ruins of the Capitol and the Forum, which Aen stood in an open 
plain, with the modem city on one side. The Temple of Con- 
cord, with its eight granite columns, and the Arches of Septimius 
Severus and of Constantine were the objects of his almost daily 
admiration. 

I walk forth in the purple and golden light of an Italian evening, and 
return by star or moonlight, through this scene. The elms are just 
budding, and the warm spring winds bring unknown odours, all 
sweet from the country. I see the radiant Orion through the mighty 
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columns of the temple of Concord, and the mellow fading light 
softens down the modern buildings of the Capitol, the only ones that 
interfere with the sublime desolation of the scene. . . . This walk 
is close to our lodging, and this is my evening walk.® 

By moonlight on March 9, “ a beautiful and mild spring Eve- 
ning,”^ they entered the Pantheon, admired its perfect pro- 
portions and its sixteen fluted columns of polished yellow mar- 
ble, gazed through its roofless dome at the open sky, and felt 
mildly critical that its perfect unity should have been flawed 
by providing twelve niches for such trivial creatures as the gods. 
Temples, baths, tombs, and arches were all visited, sometimes 
with guide-book in hand.® 

But there was a modem city also, which had its attractions. 
Merely the fountains of Rome seemed to Shelley worth a 
long journey. He sent Peacock detailed descriptions of several 
of them — one a tall obelisk supported by boulders between 
which the water gushed forth, another the Fontana di Trevi, 
surmounted by a great statue of Neptune, and particularly the 
Quirinal fountain, with its obelisk of red granite and its “ vast 
basin of porphyry in the midst of which rises a column of the 
purest water.”® The palaces and temples of modern Rome, 
though inferior to its ruins, yet seemed superior to those of any 
other city. But Saint Peter’s, its greatest glory, proved disap-- 
pointing. There were fine details, such as the colonnade, but 
even its loftiness failed somehow to seem emphatic. “ Exter- 
nally, it is inferior in architectural beauty to St. Paul’s, though 
not wholly devoid of it; internally it exhibits littleness on a 
large scale, and is in every respect opposed to antique taste.” ’’ 
At the Palazzo Doria, the Palazzo Raspigliosi, the Palazzo di 
Spada, the Palazzo Borghese, St. Peter’s, the museum of the 
Capitol, and various other public and private buildings they 
saw a wealth of painting and statuary. Shelley’s favourite statue, 
in the museum of the Capitol, was an Apollo leaning backward 
with f^et crossed and head thrown up in the very act of being 
inspired to fresh music.® Among the paintings of Guido Reni, 
Domenichino, Raphael, and Michelangelo, Shelley thought 
those of Raphael probably the finest in the world. Michelangelo 
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he disliked sharply because he seemed to lack “moral dignity 
and loveliness.” “His famous painting in the Sixtine Chapel 
seems to me deficient in beauty and majesty, both in the con- 
ception and the execution. It might have contained all the forms 
of terror and delight — and it is a dull and wicked emblem of a 
dull and wicked thing. Jesus Christ is like an angry pot-boy, and 
God like an old ale-house keeper looking out of window.” ® 

Best of all the pleasures of modem Rome, however, were the 
Gardens of the Villa Borghese, with their ilex and laurel shades, 
their fountains and statues. Here, beside a quiet pool, stood 
the ancient temple of Esculapius the Saviour. Claire’s comment 
repeated Shelley’s sensations at Pompeii: “ Here then I caught 
a glimpse of the ancients.” 

On March 12 the party heard Mass and a sermon at Saint 
Peter’s. “ The Music of the Mass,” Claire wrote, “ is divine, and 
the voices of the Singing Boys sounded in this vast edifice like 
flutes. We saw the Pope Pius VII a poor old man upon the 
brink of the Grave, and man^ Cardinals almost as old and 
trembling.” The next day, as they were returning from a visit 
to the Baths of Caracalla, they again saw the Holy Father, who 
had descended from his carriage to walk. And about two weeks 
later ( March 25) Claire wrote in her journal: “ Fiesta of the An- 
nunziata. Lady-day — Go to the church Maria Sopra Minerva. 
See the Pope and the Cardinals.” The Emperor of Austria was 
expected to arrive in Rome on the afternoon of April 3. They 
went to the Ponte Molle to see the pavilion that was being pre- 
pared for his reception, and hoped to get tickets for some of the 
accompanying fiestas, but none was to be had. Perhaps tickets 
were unnecessary or were actually secured later, for Mary fur- 
nished Mrs. Gisborne with a rather lively description of the 
fireworks, the silk hangings, and the abundant feasting.^® 

Shelley’s health had materially improved; life in Rome was 
less solitary and in all respects more pleasing than in Naples. 
“The Romans please me much,” Shelley informed Peacock, 
“especially the women; who though totally devoid of. every 
kind of information or culture of the imagination or affections or 
imderstanding, and, in this respect a kind of gentle savages — 
yet contrive to be interesting. Their extreme iimocence and 
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naivet^, the freedom and gentleness of their manners; the total 
absence of affectation makes an intercourse with them very like 
an intercomrse with imcorrupted children, whom they resemble 
in loveliness as well as simplicity.” This was perhaps faint 
praise, but it gains considerable strength by comparison with 
his previous utterances on the Italians. 

The centre of such social life as Shelley’s party enjoyed in 
Rome was the salon of the Signora Marianna Candida Dionigi, 
an elderly Roman bluestocking who was rather uncharitably 
described by Mary to Mrs. Gisborne as “a painter and au- 
thoress, very old, very miserly, and very mean.” Her con- 
versazioni were attended by both Italians and foreigners and 
were visited by members of Shelley’s party as often as two 
or three times a week. “ In the Evening go to the Conver- 
sazione of the Signora Marianna Dionigi,” Claire wrote in her 
journal on March 28, “where there is a Cardinal, and many 
proportionate Englishmen, who after having crossed their legs 
and said nothing the whole Evening, rose all up at once, made 
their bows and filed off.” Possibly it was through Signora Dio- 
nigi that the Shelleys became acquainted with Signor Amarone, 
who called on March 18, and the painter Milani, on whom they 
called on March 22. Lord Guildford called on the Shelleys on 
March 10. A more fruitful acquaintance was begun on March 22 
with Dr. J. Bell, a well-known Scotch physician, with whom the 
Shelleys thereafter had considerable contact, both professional 
and social. 


All this amoimted to less for Shelley than for Mary, who always 
depended more upon social life than Shelley did. Her journal 
entries still carried some slight suggestion of the stoical, clipped 
repression that had characterized them for three months after 
Clara’s death, but her letters were now showing a more lively 
interest in the life about her. The change seems to have begun 
shortly before the departure from Naples, for Godwin, who 
had been alarmed at the state of mind shown in her earlier 
letters, was greatly pleased at a “ vivifying principle ” in her 
lifter to him dated January 31.^” But Mary still suffered from 
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low spirits. “God knows why,” she wrote, “but I have suf- 
fered more from them, ten times over, than I ever did before 
I came to Italy. Evil thoughts will hang about me — but this 
is only now and then.” In general, Mary was finding Rome 
a place of “ perpetual enchantment,” whose delights made her 
whole previous life seem almost blank by contrast.^® Under such 
influences, with both Shelley and Mary in improved health and 
spirits, the former morbid, unacknowledged strangeness that 
had followed Clara’s death was apparently put aside. 

Shelley, Mary, and Claire all continued to read, but not very 
extensively. Since March 19 Claire was again taking singing- 
lessons, and Mary ( March 24) had taken up drawing and paint- 
ing. Though neither of the two journals mentions the fact, Shel- 
ley was spending a large part of his time writing the second and 
third acts of Prometheus Unbound, which were finished by 
April 6.^® This poem, with the other important poems written 
in 1819 and published the following year, represents the summit 
of Shelley’s poetic power and calls for special consideration in 
a separate chapter. 

The month of April glided by much as March had done. After 
finishing the third act of Prometheus Unbound Shelley was 
probably taking a short rest from composition before beginning 
The Cenci. Visits to the conversazioni of Signora Dionigi con- 
tinued, a few new acquaintances were formed (for example, 
with Signor Delicati, an artist, and two musicians from Arpinq 
named Fanelli), visits were received and repaid from time to 
time. A Mr. and Mrs. Davies called occasionally, and the ac- 
quaintance with Dr. and Mrs. Bell became more intimate. God- 
win’s friend. Sir William Drummond, whom Shelley already ad- 
mired as the author of Academical Questions, called on April 22. 
An extract from Mary’s journal for the week following Easter 
will give a fair picture of the whole month. For the sake of 
added detail I have bracketed with it the corresponding entries 
in Claire’s journal: 

Monday, April 12 — Drawing lesson. Draw in the Borghese Gardens. 
Visit the Signora Dionigi. [No lesson in music. Letter from Mrs. 
Hoppner concerning Mrs. Vavasour. Drive in the Borghese Gardens. 
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In the Evening go to the conversazione of the Signora Dionigi. Music 
by two from Arpino. Mr. Davies and the Principessa Belvidera.] 

Tuesday, April 13 — Draw in the Borghese Gardens. Signor Chiappa 
calls. Read Livy. In the evening Mr. Davies calls. [Arrange some 
little matters — Signor Chiappa call [w]. Drive in the Borghese. 
Walk to the Campi D oglio. In the evening Mr. Davies calls.] 

Wednesday, April 14 — Drawing lesson. Visit Monte Cavallo. Finish 
the 23rd book of Livy. Visit the Signora Dionigi. [A lesson in Music. 
Read S — s translation of Plato s Symposium. Go to Monte Cavallo 
~ Drive in the Borghese Gardens. In the Evening go to the Signora 
Marianna Dionigi.] * 

Thursday, April 15 — Draw all the morning in the Gardens Borghese. 
Walk to the Coliseum. Read Huon de Bordeaux ” and " Roman de 
la Chevalerie." [Practise. Read Plato’s Symposium. Drive in the 
Borghese Gardens. In the Evening visit the Signora — Dionigi. Mu- 
sic by two from Arpino.] 

Friday, April 16 — Paint; read Livy. Draw in the Borghese Gardens. 
The Neapolitan and his Sister walk about with us. After dinner, 
Shelley reads the first book of "Paradise Lost” to me. Visit the 
Signora Dionigi. [Finish the Symposium of Plato — Two Fanelli of 
Arpino call. In the Evening Practise.] 

Saturday, April 17 — Drawing lesson. Read Metastasio. Shelley 
reads " Paradise Lost ” aloud. Visit the Signora Dionigi in the eve- 
ning. [A lesson in Music. Read La Fleur des Batailles a history of 
Chivalry — Drive in the Borghese Gardens.] 

Sunday, April 18 — Draw. Signor Delicati comes. Afterwards ride 
to the Vatican, and walk through it. In the evening, visit Ae Signora 
Dionigi. [Read Regnes Lodbrog [? — indecipherable] a history of 
Chivalry. Go to the Vatican Meet there the two from Arpino. Drive 
in the Borghese. In the Evening at the Conversazione of the Signora 
Marianna. The two from Arpino called Fanelli two Irish Ladies and 
Mr. Davies.] 

On April 23, as Claire and Mary were driving in the Borghese 
Gardens, they thought they recognized Miss Amelia Curran, the 
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daughter of Godwin’s old friend and Shelley’s Irish acquaint- 
ance, John Philpot Curran. Shelley had met her once on one of 
his earlier visits to Godwin’s with Harriet, and Claire and Mary 
knew her somewhat better. The next day they found that it was 
indeed Miss Curran and left cards at her lodgings. This was 
the beginning of an association that quickly ripened into friend- 
ship. The ladies exchanged calls frequently and visited various 
places together. Miss Curran, an amateur painter, began por- 
traits of Shelley, Mary, William, and Claire. Her portraits of 
Claire Clairmont and William were finished; Claire’s still sur- 
vives as her only extant portrait.” The portrait of Shelley was 
thrown aside unfinished, but after the poet’s death it was resur- 
rected and completed, and now hangs in the National Portrait 
Gallery in London. It is the principal basis for nearly all of the 
engraved portraits of Shelley that later became current.^® 
Shelley was again busy writing. Just when he began is un- 
certain, but on May 14 Claire’s journal mentions her reading 
of the manuscript history of the Cenci family that Mary had 
copied for Shelley at Leghorn almost a year before, and on 
the same day Mary wrote: "Shelley writes his tragedy,” On 
April 22 the party had visited the Colonna Palace and had seen 
there the supposed portrait of Beatrice Cenci by Guido. Later, 
on May 11, they had visited the old Casa Cenci, in which the 
early action of Shelley’s drama was to be laid. Conversations 
at the Signora Dionigi’s salon convinced him that Italians, at 
least, were still deeply interested in the story, and Guido’s por- 
trait greatly stimulated his interest. He went briskly to work.^* 


Probably on Elena’s account the Shelleys had planned to re- 
turn to Naples late in May and remain there until winter.®* On 
April 20, however, Shelley was again “ very unwell,” and, though 
there are no further reports of his illness, it seemed wise to 
advance the date of their departure from Rome. Mary believed 
that the Roman air produced “ cold, depression and even fever ” 
in Shelley, and the doctors recommended Naples.®^ Mary wrote 
to Mrs. Gisborne to urge her to accept the invitation to visit 
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them in Naples. They now expected to leave Rome on May 7. 
Meanwhile Shelley’s health again improved and the pleasant 
intimacy with Miss Curran developed, so that the last week of 
May found the family still in Rome. The Roman climate was 
well known to be dangerous in warm weather, and Clara’s death 
was still a very recent memory, but it seems never to have oc- 
curred to either Shelley or Mary that there was any risk in the 
delay except for Shelley. 

On May 25 William Shelley fell ill. At first his parents were 
not particularly alarmed: hitherto William had always enjoyed 
excellent health and spirits,^^ The next day he was better, but 
it was two or three days more before he could be pronounced 
convalescent from an attack of worms. As the doctors were of 
the opinion that he suffered from the heat of the southern cli- 
mate, his parents thought it imwise to take him still farther 
south, to Naples. Moreover, Mary Shelley was expecting an- 
other baby in November and was already under the care of a 
surgeon who intended to be in Pisa or Florence at that time. 
Thus a new plan was formed, to leave Rome early in June for 
Lucca, spend the summer at the Baths of Lucca or the Baths 
of Pisa, and settle down for the winter in Pisa, which was 
especially recommended for Shelley’s health.^® A letter was dis- 
patched to Mrs. Gisborne explaining the new plan and commis- 
sioning her to engage a servant. 

It was too late, however, to save William. His convalescence 
was only temporary. Two days after Mary wrote to Mrs. Gis- 
borne she wrote in her journal (June 2): “William becomes 
very ill in the evening,” and Claire’s journal adds: “ Mr. Bell calls 
three times. — I sit up with Willy.” The next day William was 
still very ill. Thereafter for some days there was no thought of 
keeping a journal. “ (The journal ends here. P. B. S.) ” stands 
in place of the regular entry for Jime 4, and Claire’s journal is 
interrupted from June 2 to June 10. 

The occurrences of the intervening days are best told in two 
hurried.letters that are tragically brief. The first of these, hith- 
erto printed as by Amelia Ciurran, was really written by Claire 
Clairmont: 
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Dear Mrs. Gisborne, 

Mary tells me to write for her for she is very unwell and also af- 
flicted. Our poor little William is at present very ill and it will be 
impossible to quit Rome so soon as we intended. She begs you there- 
fore to forward the letters here and still to look for a servant for her 
as she certainly intends coming to Pisa. She will write to you a day 
or two before we set out. William has a complaint of tiie Stomach 
but fortunately he is attended by Mr. Bell who is reckoned even in 
London one of the first English Surgeons. I know you will be glad 
to hear that both Mary and Mr. Shelley would be well in health were 
it not for the dreadful anxiety they now suffer. 

[No signature] 

[On the same sheet two days later Mary added the following note: ] 

June 5. 

William is in the greatest danger — We do not quite despair yet 
we have the least possible reason to hope — Yesterday he was in the 
convulsions of death and he was saved from them — Yet we dare not 
must not hope — 

I will write as soon as any change takes place — The misery of 
these hours is beyond calculation — The hopes of my life are bound 
up in him — 

Ever your affectionately 
M. W. S. 

I am well and so is S. although he is more exhausted by watching 
than I am — William is in a high fever. 

On June 8, 1819 Shelley wrote to Peacock as follows: 

Rome, 

June 8, 1819. 

My dear Friend, 

Yesterday, after an illness of only a few days, my little William 
died. There was no hope from the moment of the attack. You will be 
kind enough to tell all my friends, so that I need not write to them. 
It is a great exertion to me to write this, and it seems to me as if, 
hunted by calamity as I have been, that I should never recover .any 
cheerfulness again. 

If the things NTary desired to be sent to Naples have not been 
shipped, send them to Livorno. 
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We leave this city for Livorno to-morrow morning, where we have 
written to take lodgings for a month. I will then write again. 

Yours ever afiFectionately, 

P. B. Shelley. 

The gap in Claire’s journal from June 2 to 10 is broken by 
one notation: “ Monday, June 7, at noonday,” which probably 
indicates the hour of Williams death. For “sixty miserable, 
death-like hours ” without once closing his eyes, Shelley watched 
William’s hopeless struggle for life, and emerged almost a wreck, 
all the great improvement that had taken place in his own health 
in the last month quite demolished.*® On June 10, according 
to Claire’s journal, the Shelleys and Claire left Rome for Leg- 
horn. Several weeks later Shelley wrote Hogg: “I had been 
slowly recovering a certain degree of health until this event, 
which has left me in a very weak state, — and Mary bears it, 
as you may naturally imagine, worse than I do,” 

This was in answer to a prompt, slightly formal, but evidently 
sincere letter of condolence from his old friend.*^ Leigh Hunt 
was equally prompt and considerably more perceptive. He tried 
gently to reason with Mary’s extreme depression. “ Not that 
I wonder at it under such sufferings; but I know, at least I have 
often suspected, tliat you have a tendency, partly constitutional 
perhaps, and partly owing to the turn of your philosophy, to 
look over-intensely at the dark side of human things; and they 
must present double dreariness through such tears as you are 
now shedding. Pray consent to take care of your health, as the 
grormd of comfort; and cultivate your laurels on the strength 
ofit.”*» 

All this did little or no good. For months after WiUias[/s 
death Mary’s letters show her mood to have been predominancy 
hopeless and dead. She abandoned her journal and very likely 
much of her reading. Claire’s journal, except for three days in 
June and two in July, also falls silent until the beginning of 1820. 
Mary’s letters tried to keep her desolation in the backgroxmd, 
but to no avail. “ I no sooner take up my pen,” she wrote to 
Miss Ciuran on June 27, “ than my thoughts run away with me, 
and I cannot guide it except about one subject, and Ciat I must 
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avoid. . . . Let us hear also, if you please, anything you may 
have done about the tomb, near which I shall lie one day, and 
care not, for my own sake, how soon. I shall never recover that 
blow; I feel it more than at Rome, the thought never leaves me 
for a single moment; everything on earth has lost its interest 
to me. You see I told you that I could only write to you on one 
subject; how can I, since, do all I can ( and I endeavour very sin- 
cerely) I can think of no other, so I will leave oflF.” 

To Marianne Hunt, two days later, it was the same: “We 
went from England comparatively prosperous and happy; I 
shall return broken hearted and miserable. I never know one 
moment s ease from the wretchedness and despair that pos- 
sesses me. May you, my dear Marianne, never know what it is to 
lose two only and lovely children in one year — to watch their 
dying moments, and then at last to be left childless and for ever 
miserable. It is useless complaining and I shall therefore only 
write a short letter, for as all my thoughts are nothing but 
misery it is not kind to transmit them to you.” But before the 
letter was ended she had returned to her grief: “ I feel that I 
am not fit for anything and therefore not fit to live.” 

By August 4, Shelley’s birthday, Mary had overcome her 
apathy suflSciently to resume her journal, but with one of the 
bitterest entries it ever received: 

Wednesday, August 4 — Leghorn (Mary) I begin my Journal on 
Shelley’s birthday. We have now lived five years together; and if 
all the events of the five years were blotted out, I might be happy; 
but to have won, and then cruelly to have lost, the association of 
four years is not an accident to which the human mind can bend 
without much suffering. 

Toward the end of the month she wrote to Marianne Hunt: “ I 
never am in good spirits — often in very bad; and Hunt’s por- 
trait has already seen me shed so many tears that if he had his 
heart as well as his eyes, he would weep too in pity.” 

Finally William Godwin, whose opinions had great weight 
with Mary exc^t on the one subject of Shelley, claiihed the 
privilege of “a father and a philosopher” in speaking out 
plainly. He was bitterly disappointed, he wrote, to see one who 
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was so far above the majority of her sex subject herself to “ so 
inglorious a change,” by joining a class of people who “ sit with 
their arms crossed, a prey to apathy and languor, of no use 
to any earthly creature.” “Remember, too,” he concluded, 
“ though at first your nearest connections may pity you in this 
state, yet that when they see you fixed in selfishness and ill 
humour and regardless of the happiness of every one else, they 
will finally cease to love you, and scarcely learn to endure 
you.” This true but rather heavy-handed admonition might 
have done more good had it not been accompanied by a re- 
minder that he and some others did not think any too highly of 
her husband’s character. Also throughout the whole period of 
Mary’s deepest depression Godwin did not scruple to add to it by 
laying his own renewed financial troubles at her feet. 


The Shelleys and' Claire had left Rome for Leghorn (Livorno) 
on Jime 10 and had remained there a week, seeing the Gis- 
bomes frequently and making arrangements for a house. Since 
Jime 17 they had been living in a house called Villa Valsovano, 
about half-way between Leghorn and Monte Nero. The house 
stood at the end of a green lane in the middle of a cultivated 
field, where sun-browned, bare-legged peasants worked alter- 
nately with their cabbages and grapes and sang Rossini’s mu- 
sic in competition with the more ancient and insistent noise of 
the cicalas and the creaking of a water-wheel supplying the 
irrigation ditches. At the top of the house was a small terrace, 
roofed and glazed, which Shelley took as his study. Here on 
the hottest days of a hot Italian summer Shelley wrote steadily 
on The Cenci or desisted for a while to watch some sudden sxun- 
mer squall sweep over the waters of the Mediterranean.®* It 
amused him to refer to this study as Scythrop’s tower, in good- 
natured reference to Peacock’s caricatmre of Shelley as Scytihrop 
in Nightmare Abbey. 

Life in Villa Valsovano was quite simple. The Gisbomes, 
whom the Shelleys saw frequently, were almost the only callers. 
Twice only does Mary’s journal mention any others — a “ Ma- 
dame du Plantis and Zoide ” who took tea with them on Septem- 
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ber 15 and 16. Claire Clairmont was still with them, but she 
is mentioned only once (in one of Mary’s letters), as continuing 
her music-lessons. Toward the end of August, Shelley gave Pea- 
cock the following description of a daily routine, which differed 
very little from the one practised at Marlow two years earlier: 
“ I awaken usually at 7. read half an hour then get up, break- 
fast, after breakfast ascend my tower and read or write imtil 
two. Then we dine — after dinner I read Dante with Mary, 
gossip a little, eat grapes and figs, sometimes walk, though sel- 
dom, and at one half past five pay a visit to Mrs. Gisborne who 
reads Spanish with me until near seveigi. We then come for 
Mary, and stroll about till supper time.” While Shelley was 
at work in his tower Mary spent the morning in writing and in 
reading Latin. The reading of Dante with Shelley usually con- 
sisted of two cantos. Generally Mr. and Mrs. Gisborne called 
in the evening.*® 

^ The d eath of Willia m had oee n a heavy blow to Shelley. “ O 
that 1 could return to England! ” he exclaimed. “ How heavy 
a weight when misfortune is added to exile, and solitude, as 
if the measure were not full, heaped high on both.” In Eng- 
land, at least there were a few friends whose letters always as- 
sured hfin of a welcome back. But his health still demanded a 
warmer climate than England’s, and there were also prudential 
reasons against his return. He had supposed all but one of his 
debts in Marlow settled by Longdill, his solicitor, but he now 
learned that there were several debts still unpaid, and he was 
not secure against an arrest for debt if he returned.*^ 

Not imtil July did Shelley feel equal, either in health or in 
spirits, to his usual program of reading and writing.*® Amelia 
Curran had been instructed to see that a small pyramid of stone 
should be set up over William’s grave in the English burying- 
ground at Rome,** but before the instructions could be carried 
out Shelley had written two stanzas of his unfinished poem 
“To William Shelley,” possibly also the six undated lines of 
his second poem of that title. 

Mary Shelley bnce expressed a guarded belief that Shelley 
did not entirely disbelieve in a future existence.** This opinion 
was shared by Byron and is supported by certain passages in 
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Shelley s later works. One would expect to 
for it in his fragmentary verses on th e death of his son, but the 
strongest faith in survival that ne couitT'iiiu'jioi ai.n uii-'gssen- 
tially pagan faith in a reunion with nature: 

Where art thou, my gentle child? 

Let me think thy spirit feeds. 

With its life intense and mild. 

The love of living leaves and weeds. 

Among these tombs and ruins wild 
Let me think that through low seeds 
Of sweet, flowers and sunny grass. 

Into their hues and scents may pass, 

A portion — 

About the streets of Rome he had heard workmen chanting a 
sad ritomello, importing that Rome could never be the same 
again. Byron had been moved by the same chant. It kept re- 
curring to Shelley in his grief. At the top of his unfinished 
manuscript poem he wrote: “ With what truth may I say — 

Romal Romal Romal 
Non h piu come era primal ” 

At times it must have seemed that Mary also would never 
be the same again — that she had withdrawn into a world of 
blank listlessness from which she was almost unwilling to 
emerge. In July he wrote the two unfinished poems entitled 
“ To Mary Shelley ” seeking to recall her to his need of her com- 
panionship: 

My dearest Mary, wherefore hast thou gone. 

And left me in this dreary world alone? 

Thy form is here indeed — a lovely one — 

But thou art fled, gone down the dreary road. 

That leads to Sorrow’s most obscure abode; 

Thou sittest on the hearth of pale despair, where 
For drine own sake I cannot follow Aee. 

And again: ^ 

The world is dreary. 

And I am weary 
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Of wandering on without thee, Mary; 

A joy was erewhile 
In thy voice and thy smile. 

And ’tis gone, when I should be gone too, Mary. 

O why do we rest on the world’s cold breast 
Thy name is like the sweet heart . . . 

By midsummer, however, Mary was forced to begin taking 
thought about the child whose birth was expected in October 
or November. Certain clothes and other necessaries had to be 
purchased for her by friends in England and plans had to be 
made for removing to Florence in time to have the attendance 
of Dr. Bell, almost the only available doctor whom she or Shel- 
ley trusted. Shelley pinned his hope of restoring Mary’s normal 
spirits upon the birth of her child. 

Matters might have been a bit more cheerful in Shelley’s 
household if Godwin, after a quiescence of a year and a half, had 
not resumed his old nagging on financial afiFairs. There had 
been for some time a misunderstanding over Godwin’s lease 
of his house in Skinner Street, which was not ended until 1822, 
but which in July 1819 had already brought Godwin into court 
as an anxious defendant. Shelley felt that he had discharged all 
his financial obligations to Godwin at the time he left England, 
but Godwin claimed otherwise. At about this time Shelley wrote 
to Godwin, after a year’s silence, asking him to do what he 
could to alleviate Mary’s terrible depression. 'The sequel is best 
stated in Shelley’s indignant relation to Leigh Hunt: 

The very next letter, received yesterday, and addressed to her, 
called her husband ( me ) “ a disgraceful and flagrant person,” tried 
to persuade her that I was under great engagements to give him 
more money (after having given him £4700), and urged her if she 
ever wished a connection to continue between him and her to force 
me to get money for him. — He cannot persuade her that I am what 
I am not, nor place a shade of enmity between her and me — but he 
heaps on her misery, still misery. — I have not yet shown her the let- 
ter — but I must. I doubt whether I ought not to expose this sol- 
emn lie; for such, and not a man, is Godwin. But I shall, as is our 
custom, ( I mean yours and mine ) , err on the side of patience and en- 
durance. I suspect my character, if measured with his, would sustain 
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no diminution among those who know us both. — I have bought bitter 
knowledge with £.4700. I wish it were all yours now.*^ 


Though the death o f William wa s to both Shelley and Maiy 
a heavier blow than ^he death ol C^luia, il did not^ a,*! Claras 
death had done, produce a feeling uf wiili'uiigirrRent and injustice 
between them. They were confident of their mutual love and 
esteem, even though they may also have suspected that it might 
never again be quite what it had been before Clara’s death. 
Shelley, moreover, had his work, in which he tried to obtain 
Mary’s interest.^* The Cenci, which was completed in August, 
was the only one of his poems about which he consulted Mary 
constantly while it was in progress. There were also the daily 
conversations and readings with Mrs. Gisborne, whom both 
the Shelleys liked and praised more and more. Mrs. Gisborne 
taught Shelley enough Spanish to read the plays of Calderdn, 
which he did with great enthusiasm, for a time almost for- 
getting his Greek. 

The arrival of Gharles Clairmont on September 4, consistent 
sponge as he was, added a new interest to the rather forlorn 
household. In his frugal, cheerful way Charles had probably 
been living partly on Shelley’s bounty ever since Shelley in 1817 
had declined to finance his marriage with the daughter of his 
French landlady. He was now on his way to Vienna, where 
he expected to earn a living by his linguistic ability. He lingered 
with the Shelleys until about November 10 — long enough to 
fall in love, again imsuccessfully, with another landlady’s 
daughter.^* Since early August, Mary had returned to her read- 
ing and writing, to which Charles’s optimistic and really in- 
teresting conversation was doubtless a welcome addition. Shel- 
ley for once found Charles’s arrival particularly opportune. He 
had spent fifteen months in Spain and of course Imew Spanish. 
Togefiier, and sometimes widi the addition of Mrs. Gisborne, 
they spent many evenings over Galder6n. Shelley became quite 
proficient, and by the end of September had read twelve plays, 
some of which he was inclined to rank “ among the grandest 
and most perfect productions of the hiunan mind.” ** | 
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Shelley s correspondence during the summer and autumn 
was concerned rather largely with the poems he had recently 
completed. " Julian and Maddalo ” was sent to Leigh Himt 
“ for publication, but without my name.” ** Charles and James 
Ollier had been rather listless in their relations with Shel- 
ley during his first year in Italy, and it was necessary to find 
out if they really wished to continue as his publishers. They 
still did, in spite of the poor report on previous sales they 
had to make; but apparently they were more anxious to be- 
come Marys publishers, since her Frankenstein had outsold 
all of Shelley s books. Shelley, however, »was now able to offer 
them a book of his own which he thoroughly believed would 
become popular. He was having two hundred and fifty copies 
of The Cenci printed at Leghorn, where the work could be 
done more cheaply than in England and where he could 
correct the proofs himself. These were to be sent to England 
as a kind of advance edition, to be kept a strict secret even 
from the Olliers until the fate of Shelley’s more ambitious de- 
sign of a stage production was determined. 

In July Peacock was given the task of procuring a stage pro- 
duction. Only Covent Garden was to be considered, since Shel- 
ley could think of no one except his favourite Miss O’Neill in 
the r61e of Beatrice. If accepted — and Shelley was inclined 
to think that the story was too compelling and too clearly and 
delicately handled to be rejected — it was on no account to be 
known as Shelley’s. Eliza Westbrook alone, as Mary wrote to 
Miss Curran, would hire enough people to damn any play known 
to be Shelley’s. Peacock had some acquaintance at Covent Gar- 
den and procured a reading of the play by Harris, the manager. 
Harris’s judgment was a bitter disappointment, though the re- 
views that appeared later showed that he was right. He thought 
the subject much too horrible for contemporary audiences; too 
objectionable, in fact, even for Miss O’Neill to read — but he 
would like to consider and would “ gladly accept ” a play by 
Shelley on a more acceptable subject.^® Not until after* it had 
been rejected bjr the theatre did Shelley mention the play to 
Ollier except in one vague reference. 

The first three acts of Prometheus Unbound were also ready 
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for^publication. “ My ‘ Prometheus/ which has been long fin- 
ished,” he wrote to Ollier on September 6, “ is now being tran- 
scribed, and will soon be forwarded to you for publication. It 
is, in my judgment, of a higher character than anything I have 
yet attempted, and is perhaps less an imitation than anything 
that has gone before it.” Two weeks later he sent the manu- 
script to Peacock, with instructions to withhold it from Ollier 
untfi he received further notice. Late in December Ollier re- 
ceived his instructions to publish The Cenci if it had been 
rejected by the theatre and to begin printing Prometheus Un- 
bound at once, with the additional fourth act that he would soon 
receive. “ My ‘ Prometheus/ ” he concluded, “ is the best thing 
I ever wrote,” Both volumes appeared in the following year. 
The Cenci toward the end of March and the Prometheus in 
September. Ollier already had his instructions to send copies 
(and also copies of anything else Shelley published) to Hunt, 
Godwin, Hogg, Peacock, Keats, Thomas Moore, Horace Smith, 
and Byron.'*'^ 


The uetters which the Shelleys received from England during 
the smnmer and autumn of 1819 were principally from Leigh 
Hunt. Probably because he realized the distress of his friends 
Hunt formed a resolution of writing to them every Monday. 
Almost every letter contained some tactful indirect argument 
against indulging sorrow, and all were filled with amiable ef- 
forts to amuse and divert. " I wish in truth I knew how to amuse 
you just now, and that I were in Italy to try,” he confessed to 
Mary. “ I would walk about with Shelley wherever he pleased 
... I should be merry or quiet, chat, read, or impudently play 
and sing you Italian airs all the evening.”*® As far as these 
things could be done in letters Hunt endeavoured to do them. 
He discussed points of literature and art, quoted, gossiped about 
the opera and about common friends, and made a special point 
of saying encouraging things to Shelley about the rise of his rep- 
utation. Young Henry Hunt ( Leigh Hunt s nephew ) had aston- 
ished his father’s dinner guests by a passionate defence of Shel- 
ley against the aspersions of one of them; Leigh Hunt himself 
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had indignantly declined to meet a friend of Peacock’s who 
had declined to meet Shelley. Lamb’s friend Charles Lloyd 
spoke highly of Shelley’s poetry and defended it against criti- 
cism; Lamb himself, who had formerly declined to meet Shel- 
ley, greatly admired Rosalind and Helen. “ Your£i^utation is 
certain ly rising greatly in your native countr)^ wrote Hunti 
“ in spite of its honest Promethean chains.” Despite Himt’s en- 
couragement, there was little in the pubhc prints about Shelley, 
either for or against. Hunt himself had published in the Ex- 
aminer of May 9 a glowing tribute to Rosalind and Helen. 

The London Chronicle, the Commercial Chronicle, the 'New 
Times, and the Gentlemans Magazine had published practically 
identical reviews of Rosalind and Helen in June, bitterly con- 
demning it as an eflFort “ to bring a poetic sanction to the basest 
passions of the human heart.” BlackwootTs Edinburgh Maga- 
zine for June condemned its “ strange perversion of moral prin- 
jciple,” but expressed confidence that a “highly gifted man” 
j who could write such undeniably beautiful poetry would soon 
outgrow his faults of opinion and take his proper place among 
the greatest living poets. None of these reviews, except his own, 
, did Hunt call to Shelley’s attention, nor is there any proof that 
' Shelley ever saw them. 

To each of Hunt’s little encouragements Shelley paid some 
particular notice in his letters. He expressed the highest opinion 
of Lamb’s Rosamund Gray, which he had just read, and la- 
mented that “the malice of an enemy” (Godwin?) had pre- 
vented his knowing Lamb in England. He recollected with 
pleasure an acute comment in one of Charles Lloyd’s books that 
Southey had lent him years earlier, and he deeply appreciated 
Hunt’s favourable review of Rosalind and Helen. “ Your kind 
expressions about my Eclogue gave me great pleasure, indeed 
my great stimulus in writing is to have the approbation of those 
that feel kindly towards me.” 

All of Hunt’s little reminders of how the Shelleys were missed 
— at the opera, or during a discussion when someone would be 
sure to say: “ What would Shelley say? ” or “ If Mary were only 
here now ” — all of Hogg’s accounts of his pleasure in reading 
Greek and his long Simday rambles with Peacock, Coulson, or 
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Hunt, when someone would deplore Shelley’s absence, occa- 
sionally came together in Shelley’s mind to form a brief, in- 
tense nostalgia. “ Social enjoyment,” he assured Peacock, “ in 
some form or other, is the alpha and omega of existence. All 
that I see in Italy — and from my tower window I now see the 
magnificent peaks of the Apennine half enclosing the plain — 
is nothing — it dwindles to smoke in the mind, when I think of 
some familiar forms of scenery little perhaps in themselves over 
which old remembrances have thrown a delightful colour. How 
we prize what we despised when present! So the ghosts of our 
dead associations rise and haunt us, in revenge for our having 
let them starve, and abandoned them to perish.” Such feel- 
ings were probably intensified by the fact that both Byron and 
the Hoppners were now acting as if they had never known the 
Shelleys. In spite of pressing entreaties from Claire and Mary, 
not a line had reached them from Venice since March. As late 
as October 18 the Shelleys did not know the residence of either 
Byron or Allegra.** 


Hunt said nothing about the political situation in England, and 
Peacock was for a while too busy with his new duties at the 
East India Company to write; but Hogg gave Shelley a brief 
account of the trial of Richard Carlile for publishing Paine’s 
Age of Reason. Hunt’s Examiner, which now arrived regularly 
( though two months late ) , and Cobbett’s Political Register gave 
much fuller information. Shelley also read Galignani’s Mes- 
senger, a Paris newspaper in English. 

From all these sources it appeared that England had gradually 
reached a serious crisis that might easily produce a revolution. 
As early as 1816 the Lord Mayor of London had presided over 
a public meeting in which it was declared that England stood 
face to face with “ either bloody revolution ... or a military 
despotism.” Since then the situation had steadily grown worse, 
and Shelley had been moved to comment upon it in two pub- 
lished pamphlets in 1817 and 1818. By the autumn of 1819 it 
semed to many that the inevitable explosion was fully pre- 
pared and needed only a match to set it ofiF. 
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On August 16, 1819 a large reform meeting outside the city 
of Manchester was scheduled to be addressed by Mr. “ Orator ” 
Hunt, a former manufacturer turned agitator, A considerable 
body of local militia was assembled by the authorities and an 
attempt was made to arrest Mr. Hunt in the midst of his crowded 
audience. A panic ensued during which the militia lost their 
heads and charged the crowd of workingmen. At least nine 
people were killed and four hundred and eighteen injured. The 
country rang with alarm as an official inquiry whitewashed the 
conduct of the local officials. Radicals like Hunt and Cobbett 
voiced the popular indignation, while Tories like Lord Gren- 
ville warned the House of Lords that England was “ inundated 
with inflammatory and poisonous publications ” and “ deluged 
with sedition and blasphemy.” It was moved in Parliament to 
appoint a commission to inquire into the state of the coimtry. 
Public journals did not disguise their apprehension that the 
country was on the verge of revolution.*® 

Shelley heard of the Manchester Massacre, as it was called, 
early in September, and boiled with indignation.*^ “ The tyrants 
here, as in the French Revolution, have first shed blood,” he 
exclaimed to Peacock. “ May their execrable lessons not be 
learnt with equal docility.” But though such disturbances 
seemed clearly enough to be “ the distant thunder of a terrible 
storm,” Shelley did not expect the storm to break imtil the 
financial situation grew worse.*® By the last week in September 
he had completed a poem on the crisis. The Masque of Anarchy, 
which he sent to Hunt to be inserted in the Examiner. 

Like the triumphs or masques of Petrarch, which he had re- 
cently been reading,*® the poem is in the nature of a vision into 
which both real persons and abstractions are introduced. Its 
l^guage and imagery are studiously plain, almost stark, as be- 
caxae direct appeal to the common people rather than to the 
“ esoteric few ” for whom Epipsychidion was written, or " the 
more select class of poetical readers ” to whose “ highly refined 
imagination ” he addressed Prometheus Unbound. These stan- 
zas, as he informed Hunt, were “ exoteric *’ but they are none 
the less-typicallv Shelleyan. 

In the poem Murder, Fraud, and Hypocrisy, in the guise of 
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Lords Castlerea^C Eldon, and Sidmouth, pass slowly by in a 
ghasdy masquerade, followed by a deathly-pale personification 
of Anarchy, riding a white horse splashed with blood. As the 
pageant passes over England, it is attended and cheered by an 
^array of applauding bishops, lawyers, peers, spies, and hired 
murderers. They waste the country in the name of Anarchy, 
whom they proclaim to be both God and Law./Ahead^oF the 
procession flees a maniac maid whose name is Hope, proclaim- 
ing: 

“ My faflier Time is weak and grey 
With waiting for a better day; 

See how idiot-like he stands. 

Fumbling with his palsied hands! ” 

She throws herself before the horses’ feet, expecting to be tram- 
pled. Then, as in Prometheus Unbound, an apparent miracle 
takes place. Between her and the oncoming hoofs rises a misty 
/form, small and weak at first, but soon growing into a bright, 
mailed Shape before whom the forces of Anarchy are suddenly 
annihilated. It was that same Spirit of Liberty which Shelley 
could never think of as quite extinguished, which, nearly two 
years before, he had imagined as possibly arising from the tomb 
of Princess Charlotte to become the true Queen of England. 

As if from the long-suffering and indignant Earth itself a 
voice arises. Having already shown by his pageant that in the 
mysterious nature of things annihilation inevitably waits upon 
Anarchy and Tyranny, Shelley employs this voice of Nature for 
the remaining two-thirds of his poem to administer a practical 
stimulation and guidance that should hasten the victory. Thus 

the voice summons the men of England to arise: 

% 

“ Rise like Lions after slumber 
In unvanquishable number. 

Shake your chains to earth like dew. 

Which in sleep had fallen on you — 

. Ye are many — they are few.” 

It paints a picture of their present slavery in plain terms that 
no laboturer could misimderstand — undernourishment, exploi- 
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tation, and a fraudulent currency — evils to which even savages 
and wild beasts are superior. It then pictures the freedom to 
which they are entitled — clothes, fire, food, and decent living. 
Wisdom, Justice, Peace, and Love, in which the virtues flourish 
and Science and Poetry lead mankind forward. Finally it pro- 
poses the means for achieving freedom — a great assembly 
at which Englishmen would simply and solemnly announce 
their intention to be free. Such an assembly would be beset 
by artillery, scimitars, and fixed bayonets, but it should rely 
upon the old laws of England that guarantee a certain amount 
of freedom and upon its own una]iterab1.e will to freedom. Let 
the tyrants slash and stab and maim till they were glutted; if 
the people only abjured retaliatory bloodshed, the hired soldiers, 
being human after all, would eventually become worn out and 
ashamed. Firm resolution would achieve freedom, as Shelley’s 
heroes always achieve it, by superior moral strength. 

Shelley’s remedy is both simple and desperate, but it is one 
at which the Christian, at least, should forbear to sneer, since 
Christ Himself was profoundly convinced of the power of non- 
resistance. It is a power whose practical effectiveness for pmr- 
poses not unlike Shelley’s has been demonstrated by nfiUHnni 
of Indians. Yet it is doubtful if the English workingman , 

have understood Shelley’s remedy half so well as his description 
of the disease. “ Rise like Lions after slumber ” — the ringing 
lines which Shelley repea|^ as h^conclusion — is a rather con- 
fusing battle-cry in suc h a cau^Q* ao it must have seemed to 
Leigh Hunt, who quietly'negle^ed to publish the poem in his 
Examiner. In view of the fact that he had printed strong state- 
ments of his own on the same subject his decision can hardly 
be charged to cowardice. When he later published the poem 
in a separate voliune in 1832, he explained that he had formerly 
suppressed it because the public of 1819 would have misun- 
derstood it, distorting its indignation while minimizing its coun- 
sel of restraint, to the further prejudice of Shelley’s reputation. 

During the autumn Shelley wrote six other poems .equally 
vigorous and siihple.®® His desire was to publish them for the 
direct inspiration of the common people in the revolution that 
he thought was approaching. None of them was published until 
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after his death. “ In those days of prosecution for libel,” Mrs. 
Shelley wrote later, “ they could not be printed.” The Prome- 
theus volume, however, contained his “ Ode, before the Span- 
iards had Recovered Their Liberty,” and his “ Ode to Liberty,” 
both of which reflect Shelley’s strong political excitement in 
terms suflBciently general to escape prosecution. 


Quietly, and somewhat painfully for Shelley, dully and miser- 
ably for Mary, June wore into July, and the months of August 
and September passed by. By August, Mary’s dejection had 
given way to the resumption of her regular reading and writ- 
ing, but she expected never to be happy again, and she looked 
forward to her approaching confinement with apprehension, 
because one child only was “ a fearful risk on whom all one’s 
hope and joy is placed.” Shelley, depressed and ailing, was 
almost helpless in the face of Mary’s melancholy. He knew 
now that there was a wall between himself and Mary that 
not even their mutual love and confidence could surmount. 
He had his work, however, and before the end of the autumn 
hi^had been considerably restored in health and spirits.®^ Prob- 
aWy because of the danger to Mary of a journey to Naples and 
the danger to Elena of a journey from Naples, nothing appears 
to have been done about Elena Adelaide Shelley. 

Dr. Bell was now in Florence. He had attended Mary in 
Rome and it was much desired that her child should be bom 
imder his care. On September 23 Shelley and Charles Clair- 
mont went to Florence to engage apartments there for six 
months. A note to Claire en route shows that Shelley was still 
suffering from the pain in his side and required opium in order 
to sleep. On the 25th they were back at Livorno, and on the 
30th the party set out for Florence, which they reached after 
two days’ slow and easy travel. 

The journey to Florence was broken by a one-day stop at 
Pisa, where the Shelleys made an acquaintance destined to be 
of great value to them and to Claire as long as they remained 
in Italy. In Ireland many years earlier Mary’s mother, Mary 
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Wollstonecraft, had been the much-loved teacher of a young 
girl who later became Lady Mountcashell. Afterwards Lady 
Mountcashell had entertained Godwin in Ireland and had ever 
since been in sporadic correspondence with him and the second 
Mrs. Godwin. She was a woman of extraordinary mind and 
appearance. In the early days Godwin had descried her as a 
stem democrat, a republican of unusual understanding and good 
nature, but rather liable to caricature on account of the com- 
bination of these qualities with a handsome countenance and a 
tall, brawny figure most oddly and carelessly clothed.®^ She had 
separted from her husband, and when the Shelleys met her had 
been living for many years in a free-love union with Mr. George 
William Tighe, the son of an Irish M.P. and a cousin of Mary 
Tighe, the author of Psyche. For eight years “ Mr. and Mrs. 
Mason,” as they called themselves, had been living a life of 
quiet, decent retirement in Italy, devoted to each other and to 
their two daughters, Laura and Nerina. They were both held 
in general respect by all who knew them. 

Mr. Mason was now something of an invalid, but time had 
dealt more kindly by Mrs. Mason. Claire Clairmont described 
her as “ very tall, of a lofty and calm presence. Her features 
were regular and delicate; her large blue eyes singularly well- 
set; her complexion of a clear pale, but yet full of life, and giving 
an idea of health. Her countenance beamed mildly, with the 
expression of a refined, cultivated, and highly cheerful mind. 
In all my intercourse with her I never saw the smallest symptom 
of the melancholy and discontent which was so striking both 
in Byron and Shelley.” 

Mrs. Mason already knew all about the Shelleys from her 
correspondence with the Godwins. She welcomed them — and 
particularly Mary — with a warmth that must have been very 
heartening to people who had already spent a year and a half 
in Italy without forming more than one friendship that had 
any roots in the coimtry itself. Thereafter she was in constant 
correspondence with them when not in their company, and from 
the first her adviee and opinions were always sound and sensible. 
Almost immediately she helped guide Shelley toward far bet- 
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tCT’ medical treatment than he had previously received. She 
dropped a wise, matter-of-fact observation to Mary that nursing 
mothers could not indulge melancholy without risking their 
children’s health; she wrote letters to smooth Charles Clair- 
mont’s way in Vienna,®^ and she- became the best friend, except 
Shelley himself, that Claire Clairmont ever had. 


110 


Chapter XXII 


ANNUS MIRABIUS 


PROMETHEUS UNBOUND; COMPARISON WITH 


A PHILOSOPHICAL VIEW OF REFORM 


The poems written by Shelley mostly in 1819 and published 
in two volumes in 182(^re so important in themselves and are 
such an impressive exhibit of his powers that any biography of 
the poet would be out of focus without giving them separate 
and detailed consideration. Of few writers more than Shelley 
can it be said that his works are the man himself. At this point. 


therefore, midway between the composition and publication 
of two of his greatest volumes, it is necessary to pause somewhat 
at length to consider these works as examples of his artistic and 


lectual maturity and as expressions of that inner life tMt 


Shelley was coming to regar 


reality. This chapter may be safely i^ored by those who see 
in biography only “ material ” facts; it is written primarily for 
those who agree with Diogenes Teufelsdrockh. For “what,” 
exclaimed that emphatic sage, “ are your historical Facts; still 
more your biographical? Wilt thou know a Man, above all a 
Mankind, by stringing together beadrolls of what thou namest 
facts? The Man is the spirit he worked in; not what he did, but 
what he became.” 


^VEB since hismrrival in Italy Shelley had been meditating a 
Tong dramatic poem in which he hoped to do justice to the old 
myth of T^onl^theilS. l ^like Satan, who was ako an indomi- 






PromeAeus Unbound, Act I [1818 

table rebel, Prometheus was untainted by ambition, envy, re- 
venge, or selfishness. Yet^^schylus, one of Shelley’s favourite 
dramatists, was known to have ended the story with the partial 
smrender of Prometheus, for in his lost Prometheus Unbound 
'.dEschylus makes Prometheus purchase freedom by revealing 
a secret that enabled Jupiter to perpetuate his power. Shelley 
was far too well acquainted with classical literature not to 
realize that to the Greek mind Prometheus, though a great cham- 
pion, had nevertheless been guilty of the sin of presumptionj 
and was only recognizing the hard realities of existence by his 
compromise. But this seemed to him actually to destroy the 
mordl value of the fable. “ I \vas averse from a catastrophe so 
[feeble as that of reconciling the Champion with the Oppressor 
I ^Mankind,” he wrote in his Preface. By this he meant only 
' that he could tolerate no surrender of the principle of resistance 
to fiijustice; his letters of the time and his Philosophical View 
of Reform show that he was willing to tolerate individual abuses 
indefinitely, as a matter of practical necessity, provided only 
the principle of reform were kept alive and advanced. 

At Este Shelley had completed the first act, over eight hun- 
dred lines of the best poetry he had ever written. He had 
shown Prometheus tortured for his benevolence and resistance 
to tyranny, but he had moved a step beyond .^schylus in the 
nature of Prometheus’s suflFerings. The really exquisite, subtle 
pain, as Shelley had learned, takes place in the mind. Shelley’s 
Prometheus was compelled to witness a banding together of 
nations in the name of truth, liberty, and love that was turned 
to bitterness by the intrusion of deceit and fear — the very sight 
which Shelley had already pictured and tried to correct in 
Laon and Cythna. Worse still, Prometheus beholds Christ on 
the cross, no longer an impostor, as Shelley had once considered 
Him, but a would-be benefactor like Prometheus — and His 
suffering is made to appear absolutely futile. He is po inted to 
by one of the F uries js an em blem that those who endure most 
f or the sak e of humani^ merely heap^eater torment i^n 
Aemselves and others. Tbe sight is almost unendurable to Pro? 
metheus as he exclaims that the very name of Christ has been 
turned into a curse by the persecutions practised in His name 
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most palpable in his viceroy; his blighting pow 
herent weakness were visible to the physical eye. 

In this general environment Shelley could nc 
a better spot in which to do his writing than the 
of the Baths of Caracalla. Here, as we learn fror 
the second and third acts were written, among 
and blossoming thickets. He must have worked 
enthusiastically, for March 13 is mentioned in boti 
apparently the first visit to the Baths of Carac4 
April 6 he informed Peacock that the two acts w" 
ished.” 

“ The bright blue sky of Rome,” Shelley said in > 

“ and the eflFect of the vigorous awakening spring in 
climate, and the new life with which it drenches th 
to intoxication were the inspiration of thi drama.’ 
evitably he resinned writing with Asia’s address to^fj. 

From all the blasts of heaven thou hast descended; 
Yes, like a spirit, like a thought, which makes ^ 
Unwonted tears throng to the horny eyes. 

And beatings haunt the desolated heart, 

Yi^ich should have learnt repose: thou hast desce 
Cradled in tempests; thou dost wake, O Springl 
O child of many win d s! As^suddenlv 
Thou comest as the me m ory of a dream, 

Whi cli now is sad because it hath been sweet; 

Like genius, or like joy which riseth up 

from the earth, clothing with golden clouds 
The desert of our life.* \ i - r 

It is in fact spring that dominates these two acts, f 
^not only much of the physical imagery and the enthu 
also something of the motivation. For, aS;Shelley h“ 
made clear in the first act, there were deepTiuinan 
inscrutable and undying, which when once awake 
overcome the world of evil as victoriously as spring s‘ 

^ the ruins of winter. The same imagery underhes Shell 
to the West^ind,” published in the same volume,* 
the seasons are reversed and the west wind of aut 
symbolic destroyer of the old order, at the same tim 
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Infecting all with his own hideous ill; 

None talked that common, false, cold, hollow talk 
Which makes the heart deny the yes it breathes. 

Yet question that unmeant hyprocrisy 
With such a self-mistrust as has no name. 

And women, too, frank, beautiful, and kind 

As the free heaven, which rains fresh light and dew 

On the wide earth, past; gentle radiant forms, 

From custom s evil taint exempt and pure; 

Speaking the wisdom once they could not think. 

Looking emotions once they feared to feel. 

And changed to all which once they dared not be. 

Yet being now, made earth like heaven; nor pride. 

Nor jealousy, nor envy, nor ill shame. 

The bitterest of those drops of treasured gall. 

Spoilt the sweet taste of the nepenthe, love. 

Thrones, altars, judgment-seats, and prisons; wherein. 
And beside which, by wretched men were borne 
Sceptres, tiaras, swords, and chains, and tomes 
Of reasoned wrong, glozcd on by ignorance. 

Were like those monstrous and barbaric shapes, 

The ghosts of a no-more-rcmembered fame. 

Which, fjp^m their unworn obelisks, look forth 
In triumph o’er the palaces and tombs 
Of those who were their conquerors : mouldering round, 
These imaged to the pride of kings and priests, 

A dark yet mighty faith, a power as wide 
As is the world it wasted, and are now * 

But an astonishment; even so the tools 
And emblems of its last captivity. 

Amid the dwellings of the peopled earth, 

Stand, not o’erthrown, but unregarded now. 

And those foul shapes, abhorred by god and man, — 
Which, under many a name and many a form 
Strange, savage, ghastly, dark and execrable, 

Were Jupiter, the tyrant of the world; 

And which the nations, panic-stricken, served • 

With blood, and hearts broken by long hope, and love 
Dragged to his altars soiled and garlandless, 

And slain amid mens unreclaiming tears, 
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Flattering the thing they feared, which fear was hate, — 

Frown, mouldering fast, o’er their abandoned shrines; 

The painted veil, by those who were, called life. 

Which mimicked, as with colours idly spread. 

All men believed or hoped, is torn aside; 

The loathsome mask has fallen, the Man remains, — 
Sceptreless, free, uncircumscribed, — but man: 

Equal, unclassed, tribeless, and nationless. 

Exempt from awe, worship, degree, the King 
Over himself; just, gentle, wise: but man: 

Passionless? no; yet free from guilt or pain. 

Which were, for his will made, or sufFered them. 

Nor yet exempt, tho’ ruling them like slaves. 

From chance, and death, and mutability. 

The clogs of that which else might oversoar 
The loftiest star of unascended heaven. 

Pinnacled dim in the intense inane.^^ 

His great poem had been brought to a natural and inspiring 
conclusion. But Shelley had thought too long and too intently 
upon it to leave it so. His mind was still stored with materials 
^ had not fully used, ^e had imagined many subtle ways of 
suggesting the unity of all animate and inanimate existence in 
the spirit of Love and Freedom. The inexpressible beauty and 
happiness of life when so united seemed to demand a fuller 
expression than it had received.^ Enthusiasm for perfection 
needed to be given a more profoimd stimulus; the reign of evil 
in Act I needed a more impressive counterbalance than it had 
received. 

Several months later, in the autumn and early winter, he 
added a fourth act, in which he repeated his conception of the 
liberated human spirit and the means by which the liberation 
had been achieved and could be preserved. Man, “ one har- 
monious soul of many a soul,” subjects his own evil passions; 
“ All things confess his strength,” and Nature’s last secrets vanish 
before his intelligence and will. Then Demogorgon reappears 
and summons in succession the Earth, the Moon, even all crea- 
tures beyond the solar system, the dead, the elemental genii of 
the mind, wd the spirits of all living creatures. They gather as 
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Contemporary Misunderstanding 

Here, as Professor Firkins has pointed out, it is not a physical 
cause (the bodily presence of Prometheus, casting a shadow) 
but an immaterial one (victory) that produces a physical effect 
of darkening the fall of Jupiter.*^ 

There is no evidence that Mary Shelley or any of the poet’s 
friends fully understood his symbolism or imagery, though it 
seems probable that Mary understood more of it than one or 
two recent writers have been willing to concede. That con- 
temporary reviewers, even those without a hostile bias, could 
understand it was not to be expected. Blackwood’s Edinburgh 
Magazine passed the point without comment, but the London 
Magazine and Monthly Critical and Dramatic Review was 
obliged to qualify an extraordinarily enthusiastic admiration of 
the poem by calling it “ a vast wilderness of beauty ” and ad- 
mitting that the dialogue between Asia and Demogorgon was 
obscure and metaphysical. The Literary Gazette, the Monthly 
Review, and the Quarterly Review, however, concentrated a 
fierce attack upon the poem’s alleged obscurity. Their protesta- 
tions in turn that it was ‘‘ inflexibly unintelligible,” “ only non- 
sense, pure, unmixed nonsense,” and “drivelling prose run 
mad” must be discounted by their own imcanny ability to 
understand its danger to conservative theories of church and 
state. Nevertheless they devoted columns to demonstrating the 
intellectual anarchy of Shelley’s style. Among the numerous 
passages analysed as absurd occur most of those instanced 
earlier in this chapter as illustrations of Shelley’s attempts to 
refine and extend the meaning of poetic expression. The Lit- 
erary Gazette thus concludes a series of such illustrations: 

An’ these extracts do not entitle the author to a cell, clean straw, 
bread and water, a strait waistcoat, and phlebotomy, there is no 
madness in scribbling. It is hardly requisite to adduce a sample of 
the adjectives in this poem to prove the writer’s condign abhorrence 
of any relation between that part of speech and substantives: sleep- 
unsheltered hours; gentle darkness; horny eyes; keen faint eyes; faint 
wings; fading waves; crawling glaciers, toads, agony, time,*&c.; be- 
lated and noontide plumes; milky arms; many-folded mountains; a 
lake-surrounding flute; veiled lightning asleep (as well as hovering); 
unbewailing flowers; odour-faded blooms; semi-vital worms; wind- 
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lass pools, windless abodes, and windless air; unerasing waves; un- 
paviHoned skies; rivetted wounds; and void abysms, are parcel of the 
Babylonish jargon which is found in every wearisome page of this 
tissue of insuflEerable buffoonery. 

The Quarterly, after a similar display, concludes: 

We have neither leisure nor room to develop all the absurdities 
here accumulated, in defiance of common sense, and even of gram- 
mar; whirlwind harmony, a solid sphere which is as many thousand 
spheres, and contains ten thousand orbs or spheres, with intertran- 
spicuous spaces between them, whirlin^pver each other on a thou- 
sand sightless (alias invisible) axles; self-destroying swiftness; intel- 
ligible words and wild music, kindled by the said sphere, which also 
grinds a bright brook into an azure mist of elemental subtlety; 
odour, music, and light, kneaded into one aerial mass, and the sense 
drowned by it! 

Oh quanta species! et cerebrum non habet. 

But this is only a partial conclusion; other demonstrations fol- 
low, summarized by a statement which in itself is quite an 
accomplishment of critical absurdity, yet must have seemed a 
logical consequence to most readers: 

In short, it is not too much to aflBrm, that in the whole volume there 
is not one original image of nature, one simple expression of human 
feeling, or one new association of appearances of the moral with 
those of the material world.^® 

Mary Shelley and Leigh Hunt had foreseen something like 
this. . More than once they had advised Shelley to write more 
concretely. Very likely their concern was to prevent his giving 
his opponents another stick with which to belabour him. They 
also desired to see Shelley's beliefs becoming immeciiately in- 
fluential. Shelley realized the force of such opinions and ad- 
mitted that the poem would probably find not more than twenty 
qualified readers.^® Thus he dehberately pleased himself and 
jeopardized the effectiveness of a poem through which he 
was carrying on a lifelong sense of mission. Perhaps he knew 
and defiantly subscribed to Burke's dictum that “ a clear idea 
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1819] Lyrical Splendour 

is therefore another name for a little idea.” His self -justification 
appears only incidentally a year later, in his “ Defence of 
Poetry “ The jury which sits in judgment upon a poet . . . 
must be composed of his peers; it must be impanelled by time 
from the selectest of the wise of many generations.” Leigh Hunt 
made a partial reply to the Quarterly, but neither Shelley’s 
friends, nor his authorized biographer, nor his later Victorian 
admirers ever demonstrated the real integrity of his imagery and 
symbolism. Only after a century was Shelley’s jury (who were 
critics rather than poetic peers ) ready to bring in a just verdict. 
An understanding that Shelley’s imagery is not vague, but in- 
telligible and profound, is necessary if we are to see him in his 
true proportions. 

Queen Mab had been written in hard, clear, comparatively 
inflexible blank verse and free verse. Soon thereafter Shelley 
had acquired the ability to write really distinguished blank 
verse and stanzaic verse. His stanzaic verse, however, had 
shown no extraordinary variety or harmony before the Prome- 
theus Unbound volume appeared — no poems that sang them- 
selves so instantly and compellingly that their lyric qualities 
alone seemed to ensure them immediate and lasting pre- 
eminence. That the blank verse of Prometheus Unbound should 
surpass in majesty and strength even the extraordinary blank 
verse of Alastor is in itself a great accomplishment, though 
hardly surprising. But the sudden burst of lyrical gen ius in 
Prometh eus Unbound is genuinely astonishing. The poem con- 
tains' thirty-six diflF erejit verse forms, all ha^ndled perfectly. 
Mo^ of t hem ahelley Ka d apparently never employed before. 
Several of t hem are eitner unique or extreme ly I'arp. in FuglLsh 
poe try betore .Shelley. Anv reader would probably make ad- 
ditions to the following passages, but hardly a nyone woulcT 
denythat each of the m is entitled to a high position among the 
fes rErigllSh lyric poems: 'O n a poet’s lips I slept" (I, 737); 

Hast t hou beheld the form~of Love ” (I. 763); Q follow, 
fol kw" (H, i, 173); “ T o the deep, to the deep ” ( Il7iii, 54); 
" L^F e dt Life " (II, v, 48); “ My soul is an enchanted boa t ” 
|( II, v, 72 ) ; “ W eave the dance _ f IV, 69 ) ; a nd ” Thou art speed- 
ing round the sun” (IV, 457). In the same volume also ap- 
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peated “ To a Skylar k,” “T he Sensitive Pla nt,” “Ode to the 
West Wind,” and “ The Cloud.” How many other single-v ol- 
( umes in thTwhole range of English literature have provided as 


ger lync beauty or s uch an astoni 




!fl9 


''I' he Intellectual depth, su b tlety, and unity of the poem may 
be accounted for by the steady growth of an extraordinarily 


be acc ounted for by the s tea dy growth of an extraordma nly 
fine iniiid, but the sudden lyrical splendour is practically un - 
explain^blcv Ver y likely Shelley learned something from th e 
,ch of^ passages in^^jfe^many Greek dramas that he studied i n 
'' 18 18 and ISlQie lc^ife ek lyrics, however, differ so radically from 
English lyfS^ in metrical basis that any su ggestions Shelley may 
have tedeived from them involved total r econstruction in E ng- 
lish. There had been Greek dramas in English before, but 
practically none of them was of the type Shelley was attempting. 
Byron s recently published Manfred ( 1817), though not in the 
Greek dramatic form, was probably nearest to Prometheus Un- 
bound, and from this drama, indeed, we find sli ght traces of 
metrical influ ences . The s^en spirits in the first act of Manfred 
serve a function vaguely similar to the four voices in the first 
act of Prometheus Unbound. Byron’s first and seventh spirits 
speak in a tetrameter stanza similar to one of those used by 
Shelley’s four voices and re-employed later by the furies and 
by the four spirits in Act II. The basic form is a fairly common 
one, and the parallelism would mean nothing except that the 
uncommon verse-forms employed by Byron’s second, fourth, 
and fifth spirits are evidently the basis for the verse-form em- 
ployed by Shelley in “The Gloud.” Shelley may also have 
adapted other stanzas found in his wide reading in English 
poetry and even in Gothic novels, but if so, they have never yet 
been discovered. It is quite possible that some of his verse-forms 
were suggested directly by music rather than by poetry. Me was 
^ a fairly constant patron of the opera, 

at t unes suggests the o pera rat her than the dram a. Tl \e poem 
contains cmnulative effects of changing rhythms far commoner 


to fausic than to 
Gfeek choruses, would be t ransposed almost bey ond recogni 
sjtibn when tumedinto English poetrv. But these are all vague 
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theus, by which he abjures h^tr^ and revenge, calls into action 
inscrutable and inAM^l^rforces that act automatically once 
they are releasg^t^tlEvil is a “ loathsome mask ” upon reality 
.find falls b^ veil ” — veils being almost always with 

'Shelley a'S^bol of the concealment of truth. Asia’s beauty is 
' “ unveiled ” to Panthea after they leave the cave of Demogorgon; 
/me itself is a veil upon reality, or rather 

Death is the veil which those who live call life; 

They sleep, and it is lifted.^® 


A sonnet published by Mrs. Shelley as written in 1818 begins: 


Lift not the painted veil which those who live 
Call Life; though unreal shapes be pictured there. 


In this poem, probably a result of the same mood that produced 
“ Stanzas Written in Dejection, near Naples,” Shelley expressed 
his own disillusion and disappointment in life.^ Acts II and II I 
of Prometheus Unbound were written shortly after Clara’sde^ jh 
and its disastrous consequen ces, and Act IV followed aiTi^en 
greater perso nal calamity. Y et in these acts Sh elley reasserted 
more strongly than ever an o ptimism based upon a new phi- 
losopllT bf reality that could recogni^ fully the strengtlTof ey il 
while perceivi ng that it w as not for ever jnyin cible, becaus e 
restyd upon a71ifi*ei -h ' w w n f - h n » k » J 

A few months later, in time to include it in the Prometheus 
volume, Shelley wrote “ The Sensitive Plant ” with a wistfully 
beautiful conclusion in which he plainly stated his new phi- 
losophy: 

. . . but in this life 

Of error, ignorance, and strife, , 

Where nothing is, and all things seem, 

And we the shadows ot the dream, 

It is a modest creed, and yet 
Pleasant if one considers it. 

To own that death itself must be 
Like all the rest, a mockery. 
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That garden sweet, that lady fair, | 

And all sweet shapes and odours there, 

In truth have never pass’d away: 

’Tis we, ’tis ours, are changed! not they. ‘ 

For love, and beauty, and delight, 

There is no death nor change; their might 
Exceeds our organs, which endure 
No light, being themselves obscure. 

Having long been unable to follow his earlier belief and 
tactics and being equally unable to change his own fundamental 
faith and nature, Shelley was gradually and unconsciously com- 
pelled to this new philosophy. To a certain extent it may have 
been an escape from an untenable position. But it was a re- 
foiTning of the lines rather than a retreat. To view freedom 
only sub specie seternitatis and omit to promote it in the here 
and now was to impoverish the will by which alone freedom 
could be called into being. The same volume in which he de- 
clared his new position also showed that he would not utterly 
abandon the old. It contained his “ Ode, Written October 1819, 
Before the Spaniards had Recovered Their Liberty ” and his 
“ Ode to Liberty,” both of which show that Shelley’s warfare 
against oppression had not entirely abandoned the old Queen 
Mab spirit. 

While Prometheus Unbound was yet unfinished, Shelley was 
already writing his Philosophical View of Reform, designed as 
a practical contribution to the reform movement. One of the 
ideas urged earnestly in that work was that every true patriot 
should feel the necessity of doing everything in his power to 
keep alive the love of freedom and justice in the common people. 
At the same time he was urging this course on others he was 
himself writing a letter intended as a public protest against the 
conviction of Richard Carlile, and also six poems in a radically 
different, popular style, describing the state of England in 1819! 
and appealing to the English to resist their oppressors (like 
Prometheus) with an invincible and hateless passive resistance., 
None of these was printed in his lifetime, but the longest and 
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most fervent. The Masque of Anarchy, was sent to Leigh Hunt 
to be printed in the Examiner. 

/ 

The burst of energy that produced the second and third acts 
"of Prometheus Unbound was not exhausted with their com- 
pletion. Shelley turned immediately to another project. Before 
he resumed Prometheus to add the fourth act he had produced 
The Cenci, written rapidly between May 14 and August 8, 1819. 
Both volumes were published in 1820, The Cenci in March or 
April and Prometheus Unbound probably in August. 

For some time Shelley had been interested in the horrible 
Renaisssmce story of Count Francesco Cenci and his heroic 
daughter. |No criminal or degenerate of Shelley’s extensive 
youthful reading in the school of horror could have equalled 
the historical truth of the Cenci story, the full enormity of which 
is abated in SJ^elley’s manuscript source and was further abated 
in his drama.r Moreover, it was a story well suited to the thought 
that inspired ^omet/ietw Unbound. Here was an indubitable 
historic example of wickedness in alliance with the church 
against viffue] — for in Shelley’s manuscript source the historical 
facts unfavourable to the character of Beatrice Cenci are 
omitted. He was from the first enthusiastic about its dramatic 
possibilities, but he considered that he was “ too metaphysical 
and abstract — too fond of the theoretical and the ideal, to 
succeed as a tragedian.” Mary, he thought, could do it better. 
Rjuai only in Mary’s default that he undertook the task himself. 
C H ow Coimt Cenci, old in years and in wickedness, rejoiced 
publicly at the death of his sons and sought to crown his villainy 
with die debauchery of his daughter; how Beatrice, surrounded 
by wickedness and cowardice, is raped by her father and 
sets about planning and executing his destruction, how in- 
exorably she is forced to the scaffold by the guardians of right- 
eousness, and how bravely she resists, is a story too well 
known to need detailed summary. Deeply moved himself, and 
noting that after two hundred years the Romans were still stirred 
by the story, Shelley concluded that it was a tragic theme suited 
to the English stage. 


138 



1819] 


The Cenci 


' The essentially tragic nature of the story as Shelley retold it 
may well be doubted. If we waive the fact that the character 
of Count Cenci is too monstrous to be credible to many readers 
after they have removed themselves awhile from the hypnotic 
persuasion of Shelley’s lines, there still remains the matter of 
motivation. Tragedy cannot exist without adequate, accept- 
able motive. Count Cenci committed violent incest upon his 
daughter not from lust, a dramatic motive comprehensible 
enough, but from a deep, unexplained hatred and a love of evil 
for its own sal^. Beatrice is motivated by revenge, the tragic 
flaw in her character. “ !^yenge, retaliation, atonement,” Shel- 
ley asserted in his Preface, “ are pernicious mistakes. If Beatrice 
had thought in this manner she would have been wiser and 
better; but she would never have been a tragic character.” Re- 
venge was indeed to Shelley the great tragic flaw in human 
society, but it was not necessarily so in the conventions of drama. 
Very likely it was to emphasize the fallacy of revenge that Shel- 
ley departed from his manuscript source by having Cenci's 
murder followed immediately by the arrival of envoys to arrest 
him. Yet in writing the drama Shelley is so sympathetic with 
his heroine that he can scarcely tolerate his own notion of re- 
venge as a part of her character. Her real motive for the murder 
is self-protection and an almost religious mission to rid her 
family and the world of a dangerous monster. R is only by a 
narrow margin that she escapes the dramatic fault of being a 
flawless character. 

To several contemporary reviewers and also to some of the 
newspaper critics who witnessed the performance of The Cenci 
in 1886 Beatrice’s determined denial of her guilt proved a serious 
flaw in characterization.®® Why should she not have avowed 
and defended her action, thus making the tragic issue a clear- 
cut one between environment and personality? The difficulty 
seems not to have occurred to Shelley, possibly because the 
situation is similarly handled in Webster’s trial scenes, which he 
appears to have been using as models. Leigh Hunt, answering 
contemporary criticisms, maintained that Beatrice’s lie was evi- 
dence of extreme subtlety of characterization. The sort of guilt 
that her inquisitors had in mind was naturally so abhorrent to 
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her that it actually had no reality in her mind — hence con- 
fession might be an even greater falsehood than denial. This ex- 
planation accords so ingeniously with Shelley’s own psychology 
that it is virtually convincing to a Shelleyan, but an audience 
of theatre-goers is quite another matter. 

Structurally the play is far less suitable to the theatre than 
Shelley supposed. It lacks consistent progression, and in one 
important detail it lacks unity. All three scenes of Act I barely ■ 
fall short of being pure character scenes. They do little more 
than set the stage for action that is to followy,In the second act 
the first scene brings us no closer to the accomplishment of 
Cenci’s design, while the second scene, in which Giacomo and 
Orsino are both shown to be thinking of Cenci’s murder, has 
only the slightest bearing on the murder as later executed under 
the direction of Beatrice. Thusj^helley consumes two whole 
acts with interesting characterization and background, but with 
practically no progress in the action^ In the third act Count 
Cenci has accomplished his crime and Beatrice reaches her 
resolution to kill him. The first plan for Count Cenci’s murder 
miscarries and new murderers are engaged. The fourth act 
opens with Cenci’s wife, Lucretia, vainly trying to change his 
course of persecutions, and succeeding only in eliciting an in- 
tense prayer to God for the utter destruction of his daughter. 
This scene, evidently intended to create suspense by offering 
Cenci a chance of life, shows clearly enough that self-preserva- 
tion, rather than revenge, is the principal motive for Count 
Cenci’s murder. Thereafter the act moves swiftly through three 
scenes in which the murderers approach Cenci’s couch, recoil, 
and are induced by Beatrice’s reproaches and determination to 
complete the deed. One of the murderers is soon arrested with 
an incriminating note, and the arrest of Beatrice and Lucretia 
follows. These three scenes, so like Macbeth in structure and 
even occasionally in diction, have nevertheless a vitality of their 
own which places them high in the ranks of English tragic 
scenes. The fifth act, after wasting the first scene, proceeds 
rapidly and impressively through three scenes describing the 
trial, the conviction, and the preparations for the execution. 
Very probably influenced by a similar situation in Webster’s 
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The White Devil^^ these scenes are hardly less powerful than 
the three scenes in which the murder is executed and detected. 

Most of the theatrical and dramatic efiFectiveness of the whole 
play is concentrated in these two groups of three scenes each. 
In actual presentation, however, it was found that the play 
seemed to fall apart with the death of Count Cen^i. His char- 
acter had so dominated the first part of the play that the sub- 
stitution of judges and Pope as Beatrice’s antagonists seemed 
almost to begin a new play .3 His inexperience probably pre- 
vented Shelley’s realizing this, but had he done so he could 
hardly have overcome the difiBculty for a modem audience as 
Shakespeare managed to do in Julius Caesar. This theatrical 
flaw is far more perceptible to the spectator than to the reader, 
but it had been perceived from the first by managers who con- 
sidered staging the play.** 

So much has been loosely written about The Cenci as one of 
the great English tragedies and about Shelley as potentially a 
great writer of stage plays ** that it has seemed well to set the 
matter straight. The Cenevean hardly be called a tragedy at all, 
in anything like the traditional meaning of the word. In spite 
of an intelligent and clever use of the materials, it is obviously 
defective in stmeture, when considered as a play for the stag^ 
Shelley had read extensively in English and Greek drama, 
and also a little in Spanish, French, and German; he wrote 
dramatic speeches and even a few scenes comparable to those of 
any English dramatist except the two or three greatest^ut he 
was totally devoid of experience behind the footlights and was 
a rare and micomfortable spectator of play^ To such a writer 
the drama must be primarily literature, not theatre. Probably 
no such person has ever written or could write great drama that 
was at the same time “ good theatre.” 

It matters little, however, that The Cenci is not a good acting 
play and according to formal criteria is essentially melodrama 
rather than tragedy. It is still great literature. The speeches 
and the pivotal scenes are on a par with those of all but the very 
greatest English tragedies. The emotional tone and the poetry 
are such as are never associated with melodrama, but always 
with great tragedies. The feeling of several contemporary re- 
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viewers that it should arouse only righteous horror because it 
involved incest was due partly to special conditions and was 
scarcely justified even from the viewpoint of those conditions. 
Any unprejudiced reviewer even then should have seen that the 
incest was handled tactfully and without morbid exploitation. 
In Coimt Cenci and Beatrice the play contains two really great 
character creations. Count Cenci, almost impossibly monstrous 
according to traditional criticism, was made so compelling by 
good acting and by the power of Shelley’s verse that none of the 
critics who witnessed the 1886 performance thought to question 
its credibility. Beatrice fired more than one English actress to 
attempt to organize a production of the play in order to act 
the part.** 

Though Shelley did not agree with his wife’s opinion that 
The Cenci was “ the finest thing he ever wrote ” he felt some 
justifiable pride in having written it without “ diffuseness, a 
profusion of inapplicable imagery, vagueness, generality and 
as Hamlet says, Words — words." It is indeed remarkable 
that a poem practically every line of which is immediately clear 
to the average reader should have been written between the 
acts of Prometheus Unbound. Such a fact speaks volumes for 
the command of expression that Shelley had acquired at the age 
of twenty-seven. 

Nevertheless, except in style, Shelley was not nearly so far 
from his characteristic bent in The Cenci as even Mary seems 
to have supposed. P rometheus Unbound embodied a con cep- 
tion of evil as a h uman perversion of ideas that we re orig inally 
goOd, such Uhn'st^s dnotrines perverted and the id eals ot the 
Frencn devolut ion betrayed. The Cenci sets forth an historical 
example of similar perversions. Beatrice was for Shelley the 
victim of an evil society and an evil religionf^It was not even 
necessary to go the full length of his historical source to em- 
phasize sufficiently the evil of Count Cenci and the Pope. Thus 
Shelley omitted Count Cenci’s three convictions for sodomy and 
some of the Pope’s cruelty and vindictiveness) Had he not de- 
cided to end the drama on the eve of the execution he could 
have rendered the Pope’s cruelty almost insupportably shock- 
ing by incorporating from his source the effects upon Bernardo 

142 




1819] Characteristic Qualities of The Cend 

of being compelled to witness the execution of his mother, sister, 
and brother. 

Shelley’s few additions to his source-material, however, in- 
dicate quite clearly the significance he wished to give the story. 
Orsino, who helps plan the murder, is in the original narrative 
a priest who appears to be motivated by sympathy and friend- 
ship. Shelley, whose numerous references to priests throughout 
his works never once contain a favourable adjective, converts 
him into a sly false friend actuated by avarice and lust. He is 
made a part of the net of evil by which Beatrice is surroimde^ 
Count Cenci, described in the manuscript source as an atheist, 
is endowed by Shelley with a peculiarly horrible piety. XLiving 
in virtual alliance with the Pope, who profits by occasionally' 
fining him for his crimes, he also feels an alliance between his 
own interests and those of his God^ Were they not both fathers? 
As one father to another he prays earnestly to his God to heap ' 
curses upon a rebellious daughtei^ Nothing could be stronger 
evidence than this curse of Shelley’s idea of the extent to which 
an evil nature perverts ideas of good. Significantly, it was one 
of Shelley’s favourite passages.®'^ In this one respect The Cenci 
story offered Shelley greater scope for his ideas of evil than 
Prometheus Unbound. The latter provided no place for paren- 
tal tyranny, a bSte noire at least of Shelley’s youthful reading 
and experience. But the Pope, even in Shelley’s source, is 
motivated partly by a desire to uphold the principle of parental 
authority. Shelley expands this motive to the extent of making 
Coimt Cenci suppose it a valid bond of sympathy between his 
own wickedness and God. This is possible because Cenci’s God 
is the wicked God of perverted human ideas, like Jupiter.]) 

In Prometheus Unbo und Shellev had emphasized his beli ef 
tha t th^vil irt mea'^ minds c orrupts the institutions b y which 
men are governed. In The Cenci he gave objective, dramatic 
representation to what he was otherwise presenting as an ab- 
stract theory, and extended the area of corruption to include 
parental authority in the evil alliance of secular and religious 
oppressions. It Would be hard to name two other poems in 
English in which the power and the subtlety of evil are more 
poignantly realized. 
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It has been commonly said that Shelley s experience of life 
was too limited to allow him to understand the real nature of 
evil. Very possibly this is true to the extent that in practical 
afFairs he may have been less cautious and suspicious than if 
he had possessed a more abundant association with highway- 
men, swindlers, and defaulters. A character like Count Cenci’s, 
niotivatetLby^love of evil for its own sdcejends some support 
to such a view. But in fact what young man ever reached the 
age of twenty-seven without enough personal experience of evil 
to justify reflections upon its nature — provided only that he 
was capable of analysis and reflection? The absence of a more 
extensive experience was in Shelley’s case more than balanced 
by extraordinary perceptive and analytical powers and a volu- 
minous and penetrating knowledge of literature, history, and 
philosophy. 

The final proof that Shelley was not ignorant of the real 
nature of evil, however, is the view of evil which he expressed. 
He was now quite clear that the seat of evil was in the mind of 
man itself, and not primarily in the evil institutions that were 
merely a result of that fact. He was so far from regarding evil 
as a flimsy antagonist that he has been recently regarded almost 
as a pessimist.®* Had he really been one, however, he must have 
ended The Cenci with the moral and spiritual destruction of 
Beatrice instead of a moral triumpljl He had become in fact 
that rare type of optimist who realizes and overcomes the tre- 
mendous diflSculties of optimism.|[ 

At raE very time when Shelley was writing Fr ometheus Un- 
bound and The Cenci he also wrote a part or all of his Philo- 
sophical View of Reform.*^ This unfinished prose work re- 
mained unpublished, though not quite unknown, for a hundred 
years, and was not included in any “ complete ” edition of Shel- 
ley’s works until the appearance of the Julian edition in 
1926-7.^ Had it appeared earlier it might well have modified a 
distorted impression of Shelley’s views and mental powers that 
has been all but established by mistaken Victorian critics. A 
brief examination of its contents lends support to my previous 
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remarks on Shelley’s other writings in 1819 and emphasizes both 
Shelley’s optimism and its firm, practical, and temperate basis. 

The introductory chapter of fifteen pages traces the degenera- 
tion of governments and institutions in Europe and Asia since 
the overthrow of the ancient Greek city-dcmocracies. The Ro- 
man Empire, “ that vast and successful scheme for the enslaving 
[of] the most civilized portion of mankind,” laid the foundation 
for subverting the genuine liberty and equality of Christ’s doc- 
trines, and its evil influence was perfected and handed down 
to the nineteenth century by an alliance of the church with 
various dynasties. For a while the Italian republics and city 
governments offered successful opposition to this combination 
of selfish interests, but they were inevitably overpowered. An 
equally inevitable resistance to oppression began elsewhere 
with “ that imperfect emancipation of mankind from the yoke 
of priests and kings called the Refonnation.” The republics of 
Holland and Switzerland sprang up as glorious examples; the 
growth of a spirit of liberty in England was accompanied as 
always and everywhere by a flowering of intellectual and artistic 
energy. 

The fluctuations of the cause of freedom in England repre- 
sented by the Restoration and the Revolution of 1688 con- 
tributed probably little more than was lost by confirming some 
of the usurped privileges of the oppressors; but they at least 
clearly established the legal right of the people to change their 
government. During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
philosophy established the principles of utility, liberty, and 
equality, even though society failed to live by these prineiples. 
An astonishing development in commerce and science, instead 
of adding to human happiness, actually increased misery. On 
account of a vicious social and economic system modem society 
became an engine “ which, instead of grinding com or raising 
water acts against itself and is perpetually wearing away* or 
breaking to pieces the wheels of which it is composed.” 

As he looks over the world in his own generation, Shelley 
finds in the United States of America a bright flower of th’e new 
philosophy — a country without king, hereditary oligarchy, or 
established church, where the assemblies represent the will of 

145 



Philosophical View of Reform [1819 

the people and where the Constitution provides for its own 
amendment without the necessity of revolution. Much of South 
America was also free, or soon would be. In France, thouph 
the Revolution had been reversed. Freedom had lost only a 
part of what it had gained. Its partial failure was due to the 
fact that in completely overthrowing oppressive institutions 
it had failed to extinguish the passions on which they were 
fotmded and had even encouraged the spirit of revenge. Ger- 
many, caught in the reaction after the French Revolution, pos- 
sessed such a power and depth of knowledge and literature 
that the ultimate triumph of Freedom was certain in the revolu- 
tion that must inevitably come to such a nation. Spain was 
suflFering under the most oppressive tyranny in Europe, “ the 
rapidly passing shadows, which forerun successful insurrec- 
tion.” The Turkish Empire was in its death-throes already, and 
even India and China, far more deeply mired in hopelessness 
than Europe, showed some signs of the intellectual awakening 
that always precedes or accompanies Freedom. 

Against this optimistic view of the vitality of Freedom 
throughout history and its hopeful prospects in the face of pres- 
ent discouragements Shelley proceeded to examine the present 
state of England. Practically everyone in England, he truth- 
fully asserted, realized the inevitability of a fundamental change 
in government, and most people except those with a vested 
interest in existing institutions hoped for it. 

Clearly and soberly Shelley explained how in his opinion 
England had arrived at this state of affairs. A much larger 
proportion of the people than ever before were now unrepre- 
sented in the government. A proportion of one voter to eight 
potential voters in 1641 had become one to twenty by 1688 and 
one to “ many hundreds ” by 1819. The House of Lords, which 
represented the privileged classes, also possessed great influ- 
ence, as landed proprietors, over the election of the Commons. 

Since 1688 the relative power and influence of the wealthy had 
enormously increased. The principal cause of this increase was 
the device of public credit first systematically applied by Wil- 
liam III. The paper money issued by the government had so 
far exceeded its physical basis, with a resulting increase in 
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prices, that an English workman must now work twenty hours 
to earn the same bare physical necessities he had formerly 
earned in eight. One result of this — since a twenty-hour work- 
day could not be endured — was the hideous spectacle of child- 
labour, which was ruining the future manhood of the nation. 
Another was the creation of a new aristocracy of speculators, 
government pensioners, bankers, and brokers, in addition to the 
old one based upon the land. Their wealth arose from no use- 
ful occupation, but from manipulations in the funds. The Eng- 
lish labourer, who produced the country’s real wealth, was now 
saddled with a new class of drones. Overworked, ill-clothed, 
and undernourished, steadily degenerating in physical, mental, 
and moral stamina, the British workman was now advised by 
a leading economist (Malthus) to improve his condition by 
refraining from almost the only pleasures and comforts left 
him — those of sexual gratification and parenthood. It was even 
suggested that the poor-laws might be invoked to enforce such 
a program. 

This intolerable state of aflFairs could result only in violent 
revolution, if the privileged classes would not yield to reform, 
or a more gradual, peaceful improvement, if they showed rea- 
son. The reforms that must be achieved were, in Shelley’s opin- 
ion: 

1. The restoration to the people of their former liberties. 

2. Improvements in government that would preserve these rights. 

Specific approaches to these ends were the abolition of the 
national debt, and of sinecures, tithes, and religious inequalities, 
the disbanding of the standing army, the extension of the jury 
system, and the speeding-up of legal processes. So far was Shel- 
ley from being a radical revolutionist that he proposed practi- 
cally nothing that could not be regarded as a restoration rather 
than an innovation. 

In the incomploie nature of Shelley’s essay it is impossible 
to state the steps by which these changes were to be realized. 
Concerning only 6ne of them, the abolition of the national debt, 
does he present anything like detailed suggestions. The large 
bulk of this debt, he pointed out, was the result of the wars 
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against America and France that had been waged without the 
real approval of the people, and contrary to their interests. The 
principal was now owed to the privileged classes of England 
and was secured by the physical property of England, also 
largely ovraed by the same classes. The interest was paid in 
taxes mainly by the working classes, who owned little physical 
property. Thus it was to the advantage of the real workers of 
England to abolish the principal and of the privileged classes 
to retain their stranglehold on the economic life of the country 
by retaining the principal. Let the mortgagee foreclose, Shelley 
urged. It would not be such an economic wrench as was pre- 
tended, because he would be largely foreclosing on himself, and 
such physical goods as would be confiscated were goods to 
which no title had been earned by honest labour. Half the 
earnings of British labour would then no longer be diverted to 
the maintenance in vicious luxury of two idle aristocracies. 

Naturally payment of the principal would involve confisca- 
tion of property. If this occurred, all property in England would 
have to be listed. The actual present value of the debt would 
have to be adjusted on some such basis as the price of com at 
the times of contracting and of settling the debt. Local tribvmals 
would fix the proportions to be paid by individuals, presumably 
taking into account Shelley’s principle that property earned by 
physical or mental labour had a more valid title than property 
acquired through inheritance or financial manipulation. The 
result would be that “ such a gentleman must lose a third of 
his estate, such a citizen a fourth of his money in the funds; 
the persons who borrowed would have paid, and the juggling 
and complicated system of paper finance would be suddenly 
at an end.” Knowing that governments faced by dire necessity 
will confiscate what is necessary, and knowing also that they 
were themselves both the mortgagers and the mortgagees, the 
privileged classes might even arrange their debts among them- 
selves. In fact, “ One of the first acts of a reformed government 
would undoubtedly be an effectual scheme for compelling these 
to compromise their debt between themselves.” 

This, and the abolition of tithes, are the only specific reforms 
recommended in the document that have not since been put 
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into efiFect by “ conservative ” governments in England and else- 
where, and the abolition of tithes is even now being sought 
in England by farmers who are otherwise conservative. If the 
only program of immediate and practical reform that Shelley 
ever drew up for public consideration is to be called radical, 
it must be because he proposed paying a public debt — which, 
it must be admitted, most nations still consider heinous. On the 
other hand, since Shelley wrote, various governments by no 
means radical have sought to solve the same difficulty by means 
more indirect but no less radical than Shelley’s. Practically con- 
fiscatory taxes on large inheritances and incomes, and deliberate 
manipulation of financial systems for the purpose of “ liquidat- 
ing ” certain economic classes, would probably have seemed to 
Shelley too radical, and in the latter case dishonest. 

In instituting these reforms Shelley was willing to proceed 
with a caution that many of his critics will find surprising. The 
important point was to reverse the trend of events without vio- 
lence. To achieve this Shelley was willing to postpone or even 
forgo a great deal. He believed both in universal manhood 
suffrage and in suffrage for women, but he thought England so 
far from ready for either that he wished to relegate them to 
an indefinite future. Universal suffrage would almost certainly 
stimulate an attempt to set up a republic, with resultant vio- 
lence and bloodshed. Extreme caution was necessary: 

If reform shall be begun by the existing government, let us be con- 
tented with a limited beginning, with any whatsoever opening . . . 
it is no matter how slow, gradual and cautious be the change; we 
shall demand more and more with firmness and moderation, never 
anticipating but never deferring the moment of successful opposition, 
so that the people may become habituated [to] exercising the func- 
tions of sovereignty in proportion as they acquire the possession of it. 

If Parliament would not itself initiate the reforms — and Shel- 
ley greatly feared that it would not — he was for universal 
suffrage with all its consequences, even if it involved abolition 
of the existing government. An intelligent privileged minority, 
he observed, will not stand out against a determined majority 
possessed of overwhelming force. For this reason every means 
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of encouraging, unifying, and informing the people should be 
sedulously cultivated by all true patriots. But the privileged 
minority might be so ignorant and the people already so bru- 
talized and misled by demagogues that the desired result might 
not be practically attainable. In that case every means of peti- 
tion and passive resistance should be cultivated, even to the 
extent of passively defying armed force. Soldiers faced by 
either force or flight are likely to be mere instinctive tools of 
oppression, but soldiers faced firmly by non-resistant fellow 
countrymen will eventually make common cause with them. 
If such preliminary skirmishes should incline the oppressor to 
make concessions, 

the people ought to be exhorted by everything ultimately dear to 
them to pause until by the exercise of those rights which they have 
regained they become fitted to demand more. It is better that we 
gain what we demand by a process of negotiation which would 
occupy twenty years, than that by communicating a sudden shock 
to the interests of those who are the depositaries and dependents of 
power we should incur . . . civil war. 

Only as the last possible resort could Shelley tolerate the 
idea of armed insurrection. “ If there had never been war, there 
could never have been tyranny in the world.” Armies, as in the 
case of the French Revolution, were tools ready to hand for 
would-be tyrants; any war, from whatever motive, extinguished 
reason and justice and might soon lose its sense of direction. 
But the English people, without Reform, were tending surely 
toward an Asiatic condition of moral and political degradation. 
To avoid such a destiny, and in default of all other remedies, 
Shelley says firmly and reluctantly that the last recourse is 
armed insurrection. Not even at this point should the idea of 
revenge be tolerated. . . . Here Shelley left his manuscript 
unfinished, just as he was launching himself upon his favourite 
doctrine that revenge is under all circumstances a suicidal 
policy. 

A PhUosophical View of Reform expressed an idea of modem 
govermnent, particularly in England, which Shelley intended 
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as a public utterance. His utterances in private correspondence 
at the same time leave no doubt as to the strength and con- 
sistency of his opinions. In November 1819 he wrote to Leigh 
Hunt: 

The great thing to do is to hold the balance between popular im- 
patience and tyrannical obstinacy; to inculcate with fervour both the 
right of resistance and the duty of forbearance. You know my prin- 
ciples incite me to take all the good I can get in politics, for ever 
aspiring to something more. I am one of those whom nothing will 
fully satisfy, but who [are] ready to be partially satisfied [by] all that 
is practicable. 


Having now seen “ the Man ” in some detail both in “ what he 
did ” and “ what he worked in,” we may return in other chapters 
to the beadroll of “ facts.” First, however, we should consider 
certain possible conclusions. Knowing how often the hypno- 
tism of Shelley’s verse has betrayed his admirers into wild 
generalizations, are we not nevertheless compelled to wonder 
if any poet except Shakespeare in any one year has ever con- 
tributed more great poetry to the wealth of English literature 
than Shelley did in the year 1819? No poet since Shakespeare 
has followed his own desire for perfection so far beyond the 
immediate comprehension of the ordinary reader while still 
leaving him so fully certain that he has been in the presence of 
great poetry. This Shelley did at a time when he was also 
writing another great poem in a totally diflFerent style, and when 
he was often in great physical and mental distress. Obviously 
such an accomplishment proves a will-power and understand- 
ing, an instant command of wide resources of thought and ex- 
pression, that far exceed the power of biography to explain or 
even to state clearly. Such a climax is inadequately prepared 
for by even the most careful and detailed study of all the pre- 
ceding “ facts ” available. It is the dominant, too easily for- 
gotten factor which gives significance to the usual details of 
daily life that coihpose the bulk of biography. The remaining 
three years of Shelley’s life produced no such concentrated ex- 
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hibit of these powers, but they produced clear evidence that 
the powers at least of thought and expression were not dimin- 
ished and were even in some respects still developing. 

Nor is it without significance to any true or unified view of 
Shelley s life that an examination of “ the real Shelley ” in 1819 
confirms an impression made quite clear by the “ facts ” of his 
earlier life, though temporarily somewhat obscured in the years 
following his second elopement — namely, that his life was ex- 
traordinarily dominated by the purpose he had first formulated 
for himself as a schoolboy at Syon House Academy or Eton. It 
goes farther and adds a harmony and thoughtful wisdom to that 
purpose which the earlier Shelley lacked and which the world 
has not yet sufficiently conceded to the mature Shelley.. Pro- 
metheus Unbound, so significantly different in several wa ys, 
fl ows~firbm the same cle^ source as Queen Mab; The Cenci, 
so brilliantly different in style and probably even in intention, 
is still closely linked to the Prometheus Unbound. A Philosophi- 
cal View of Reform is a thoroughly harmonious practical coun- 
terpart to the highly idealistic Prometheus Unbound and is at 
the same tinm a quite l ogical culmination of Shelley's earli er 
addresses to tlie Iri sh and of the Marlow pamphlets.. In fact, 
as riiave shovvirm Chapter vii, Prometheus Unbound, A Phil- 
osophical View of Reform, and various other works of Shelley’s 
maturity are clearly forecast by his letters of 1811 and 1812. 
The three superficially different works we have considered all 
converge with perfect harmony, from widely different angles, 
upon a few simple propositions that, taken together, constitute 
the essential Shelley. 

These are that the present state of man and society is pre- 
dominantly evil, that this condition can and must be improved, 
that the fault lies primarily in the distortions of truth in the 
human mind and only secondarily in the institutions produced 
by the distortion, that the complete remedy lies far in &e future 
and in an emancipation of the mind, and that it is the practical 
duty of all right-thinking people never to concede the principle 
that existing evils are permanent, while at the same time they 
must proceed toward reforming practical abuses with a full 
sense of the present power of evil. Over and above all these 
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’ was a growing conviction that the so-called “ realities ” of life 
were mere illusions from the point of view of truth and Intel- 
lectual Beauty, even though they must still be dealt with on 
a practical plane of living as if they were genuine realities. ^ 
At the same time that Shelley was preaching these doctrines 
he was doing what he could to bring them into effect by ad- 
dressing the “ highly refined imaginations ” of a “ select class,” 
the considerably less refined imaginations of the practical re- 
formers, and even the English working classes, each within its 
own vocabulary and intellectual range. 
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LIFE IN FLORENCE 

GETTING SETTLED; THE REVIEWERS; 

BIRTH OF PERCY FLORENCE SHELLEY; FAMILY AND 
FINANCIAL DIFFICULTIES; INTEREST IN 
ENGLISH POLITICS; SOPHIA STACEY 


On October 2, 1819 the Shelleys and Claire took possession of 
their apartment in Florence, in the Palazzo Marini, at 4395 Via 
Valfonda, a narrow, picturesque street near Santa Maria No- 
vella.^ The Palazzo Marini was a lodging-house kept by the 
Madame Merveilleux du Plantis who with her daughter, Zoide, 
had taken tea with the Shelleys at Villa Valsovana on Septem- 
ber 15 and 16,* On further acquaintance Mary formed an un- 
flattering opinion of her as a brainless goose: “ Her head is a 
sieve, and her temper worse than wildfire — it is gxmpowder 
and blows up everything.” ® The Shelleys saw less of her, how- 
ever, than of her daughter Louise, whom Mary considered sen- 
sible and attractive, but lazy. Charles Clairmont, who had ac- 
companied the party to Florence, succumbed to the charms of 
another landlady’s daughter and was soon in love with Louise. 
But, in Shelley’s phrase, Louise, “ Not so fair but I fear as cold 
as the snowy Florimel in Spenser,” was “ in and out of love with 
Charles as the winds happen to blow,” ^ 

Charles was on the point of leaving for Vienna. Claire settled 
down at once to her singing-lessons. The Shelleys knew no one 
in Florence, and the Masons and Gisbomes, who had been 
somewhat acquainted there in earlier years, were now able 
to produce only one letter of introduction between them. This 
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was to Signor and Madame Tonelli, friends of Mrs. Gisborne's 
whom Shelley was at first unable to see. Mary’s condition also 
confined the party somewhat closely to home. Accordingly the 
first weeks at Florence were rather lonely ones. 

Shelley went several times to the art galleries. One of the 
chief advantages he hoped from Italy was to achieve a better 
notion of ideal beauty as suggested by ancient and modem 
sculpture.* He evidently intended a systematic detailed study. 
Mary recorded later that Shelley spent several hours daily in 
the Florentine galleries,® but her contemporary journal men- 
tions only three or four such visits, and Shelley’s uneven notes 
on his observations hardly suggest a much greater munber.^ 
Occasionally he dropped into Delesert’s reading-rooms, to read 
the English papers. 

Long ago, in the Examiner, Shelley had seen Leigh Himt’s 
favourable criticism of The Revolt of Islam, and Horace Smith’s 
warm sonnet to the author. Very probably he had not seen a 
friendly review that had appeared in a Canterbury weekly, the 
Man of Kent, in November 1818.* What the Quarterly Review 
was likely to say about the volume he knew already from his 
correspondence with Hunt. But the book had been in print 
almost a year and a half before Shelley saw any of the hostile 
criticism. One day in early October Lord Dillon, an English 
visitor in Florence, observed a rather delicate-looking young 
man in Delesert’s reading-rooms poring intently over the Quar- 
terly. Suddenly the reader burst into hysterical, uncontrollable 
laughter and hastily left the room.® The reader was Shelley, 
and the Quarterly was the number for April 1819, containing 
the review of Loon and Cythna under both its titles now known 
to have been written by John Taylor Coleridge.^® Shelley con- 
•cealed his hurt as best he could by comparing the conclusion 
to the bombastic first act of an opera: “ It describes the result 
of my battle with their Omnipotent God; his pulling me under 
the sea by the hair of my head, like Pharaoh; my calling out 
like the devil who was game to the last; swearing and cursing 
in all comic and horrid oaths, like a French postillion on Mont 
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Grais; entreating everybody to drown themselves; pretending 
not to be drowned myself when I am drowned and, lastly, being 
drowned.” It seemed to amuse Shelley particularly that the 
Quarterly proclaimed that his “ chariot-wheels ” were broken. 
He suggested that Ollier publish a solemn denial, as coming 
from Mr. Charters, of Bond Street, the injured chariot-maker.^^ 

All this was merely pretending that he was not hurt; he had 
been expecting this blow for some time, and preparing himself 
for it. In the same letters in which he made light of it to Ollier 
he made it the principal subject of remark. He began a letter 
of remonstrance to the editor of the Quarterly , and he deeply 
appreciated the Examiners reply to the Quarterly. No period- 
ical in Great Britain, except the Edinburgh Review, spoke 
with anything like the authority of the Quarterly. Its lead was 
sure to be followed by almost all the conservative or timid- 
minded reviewers. To be damned by the Quarterly just as he 
was publishing two volumes that far surpassed his previous 
work was a heavy misfortxme for a poet with a strong sense of 
mission. 

The Quarterly’s excommunication was indeed only a little less 
thorough than the famous one read aloud by Mr. Shandy. 
Eleven pages were devoted to demonstrating the dullness, ob- 
scurity, and moral delinquency of the poem. The reviewer 
claimed to know that Shelleys private history and charac- 
ter afforded a disgusting and convincing corroboration of the 
strictures he had just passed on the poem. With an appearance 
of sincerity he admitted the occasional presence of real beauty 
in the poem and quoted five stanzas in proof of it, but “ As a 
whole, it is insupportably dull, and laboriously obscure; its 
absurdities are not of the kind which provoke laughter, the 
story is almost wholly devoid of interest, and* very meagre; nor 
can we admire Mr. Shelley s mode of making up for this de- 
fect — as he has but one incident where we shoiild have ten, 
he tells the one so intricately that it takes the time of ten to 
comprehend it.” Having thus repudiated its own admission of 
.li^uty, the Quarterly examines the poem in detail, and thus 
sktes its indictment ^ the poet: 
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He has indeed, to the best of his ability, wounded us in the ten- 
derest part. — As far as in him lay, he has loosened the hold of our 
protecting laws, and sapped the principles of our venerable polity; 
he has invaded the purity and chilled the unsuspecting ardour of 
our fireside intimacies; he has slandered, ridiculed and blasphemed 
our holy religion; yet these are all too sacred objects to be defended 
bitterly or unfairly.^^ 

The Monthly Review had also condemned the poem on the 
same general grounds: 

It is lamentable, indeed to see the waste of so much capability of 
better things. . . . The author has many poetical talents, but he 
does not seem to have rendered a just account of a single one. His 
command of the language is so thoroughly abused as to become a 
mere snare for loose and unmeaning expression; and his facility of 
writing, even in Spenser’s stanza, leads him into a licentiousness of 
rhythm and of rhyme that is truly contemptible.^^ 

There is no evidence that Shelley ever knew of the attack in 
the Monthly Review. Fortunately when he received the Quar- 
terly article it was accompanied by Leigh Hunt’s reply to it. 
Hunt had indeed kept his promise to buckle on his “ rusty old 
armour ” in Shelley’s defence. He exposed the hypocrisy of the 
Quarterly in dragging forth the suppressed Laon and Cythna 
in order to condemn alleged immorality which according to 
its own theories should have been left to oblivion; he analysed 
several passages in the Quarterly to demonstrate the weakness 
or unfairness of its conclusions; and he entered upon a bold 
and spirited defence of Shelley’s principles and personal char- 
acter as compared with those of his reviewers. Against the- re- 
viewer’s assertion that SheUey was “ shamefully dissolute in his 
conduct ” Hunt opposed a detailed accoimt of Shelley’s daily 
life at Marlow, as he himself had seen it while Shelley was 
writing The Revolt of Islam,^’^ While Hunt’s method in the 
main was calmly expository, he made no attempt to conceal his 
feelings, and such expressions as “half-sighted and whole- 
clawed meanness ” and “ Heavy and swelling, and soft with 
venom, it creeps . . . like a skulking toad ” show a hearty will- 
ingness to meet the enemy on his own ground. 
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Consoling as this defence was to Shelley, he valued it most 
as an act of personal friendship. No such consideration tem- 
pered the encouragement he received at about the same time 
from the review that appeared in Blackwood’s Edinburgh Mag- 
azine for January 1819. Blackwood’s was indeed a Tory mag- 
azine, in some ways as conservative or reactionary as the Quar- 
terly itself and far more reckless. Its treatment of Keats was 
a shade more brutal even than the Quarterly’s. It was already 
involved in a fierce crusade against the “ Cockney School of 
Poetry,” with which Shelley was known to be closely affiliated 
by personal ties. But John Wilson (“Christopher North”), 
John Gibson Lockhart, and William Maginn, who wrote most 
of its reviews of poetry, were all poets of sorts. The two latter 
were merely clever verse-writers, but Wilson enjoyed a fairly 
high contemporary reputation as a poet. Moreover, they were 
also literary snobs, and as there was a social as well as an artistic 
distinction between Shelley and the “ Cockneys,” they were not 
disinclined to exploit the difiPerence. Being as reckless as they 
were clever, they cared little about following the lead of the 
Quarterly, which in fact had not then fully declared its position. 

It was a particularly fortunate accident for Shelley that Black- 
wood^s sent the book to Thomas De Quincey for review. De 
Quincey had not met Shelley at Keswick in 1812, but he almost 
certainly knew of him from common friends there. He was 
by temperament and experience far better equipped than most 
of his contemporaries to review Shelley intelligently. Though 
he declined writing the review, he read and admired the book 
and furnished Wilson with some of his opinions.^® Wilson, ever 
an adept at using other men’s ideas, wrote a review that was 
probably based on De Quincey’s suggestions. 

In this review BlackwoocTs yielded nothing to the Quarterly 
in condemning Shelley’s theories. “A pernicious system of 
opinion,” it began, “ concerning man and his moral government, 
a superficial audacity of unbelief, an overflowing abimdance 
of uncharitableness toward almost the whole of his race, and a 
disagreeable measure of assurance and self-conceit ... in the 
character of any one person might, at first sight, be considered 
as more than sufficient to render that one person utterly and 

158 




Blackwood’s Review 


1819 ] 

entirely contemptible.” Mr. Shelley, it admitted, was such a 
person. But Mr. Shelley, though “ weak and worthless ” as a 
philosopher, was “ strong, nervous, and original ” as a poet; he 
was far superior to the other Cockneys; he had a strong genius 
that placed him already “ near to the great creative masters ” of 
the age. In this spirit the reviewer proceeded to describe the 
poem at length, dealing out equally generous praise of the 
poetry and condemnation of the principles. 

Blackwood’s deeply admired Shelley’s power as a poet of 
love: 

It is in the portraying of that passionate love, which had been woven 
from infancy in the hearts of Laon and Cythna, and which, binding 
together all their impulses in one hope and one struggle, had ren- 
dered them through life no more than two different tenements for 
the inhabitation of the same enthusiastic spirit; — it is in the portray- 
ing of this intense, overmastering, unfearing, unfading love, that Mr. 
Shelley had proved himself to be a great poet. Around his lovers, 
moreover, in the midst of all their fervours, he has shed an air of 
calm gracefulness, a certain majestic monumental stillness, which 
blends them harmoniously with the scene of their earthly existence, 
and realizes in them our ideas of Greeks struggling for freedom in 
the best spirit of their fathers. 

The concluding sentences of the review not only reafiBrm 
Blackwood^s belief in Shelley’s genius as a poet, but give a clear 
hint of the policy of temptation that the magazine maintained 
toward Shelley as long as there seemed any possibility of “ con- 
verting ’’him: 

Mr. Shelly [sic] has displayed his possession of a mind intensely 
poetical, and of an exuberance of poetic language, perpetually strong 
and perpetually varied. In spite, moreover, of a certain perversion 
in all his modes of thinking, which, unless he gets rid of it, will ever 
prevent him from being acceptable to any considerable or respect- 
able body of readers, he has displayed many glimpses of right under- 
standing and generous feeling, which must save him from the un- 
mingled condemnation even of the most rigorous judges. His destiny 
is entirely in his own hands; if he acts wisely, it cannot fail to be a 
glorious one; if he continues to pervert his talents, by making them 
the instruments of a base sophistry, their splendour will only con- 
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tribute to render his disgrace the more conspicuous. Mr. Shelley, 
whatever his errors may have been, is a scholar, a gentleman, and a 
poet; and he must therefore despise from his soul the only eulogies to 
which he has hitherto been accustomed — paragraphs from the Ex- 
aminer, and sonnets from Johnny Keats. He has it in his power to 
select better companions; and if he does so, he may very securely 
promise himself abundance of better praise.^'^ 

It is not unlikely that Shelley read both this review and the 
equally favourable review of Rosalind and Helen that' followed 
it in Blackwood’s for June, though there is no mention of them 
in his letters. In its second review Blackwood’s praised Rosa- 
lind and Helen highly, with frequent excerpts of beauties, but 
expressed deep concern over the “monstrous perversity” of 
the author. It reiterated its faith in his ultimate triumph — 
only to be achieved, however, by abandoning his vices. “ His 
fame will yet be a glorious plant if he do not blast its expanding 
leaves by the suicidal chillings of immorality.” 

In September, however, Blackwood’s reached the crest of its 
really well-meant eflFort to save wayward genius from its own 
perversity. It ferreted out for review a copy of Alastor, pub- 
lished the year before Blackwoods was established, and an- 
nounced that it did so in order to give its readers an idea of the 
progress already achieved by “ a mind destined, in our opinion, 
under due discipline and self-management, to achieve great 
things in poetry.” The detailed description of the poem that 
followed deplored a general obscurity of meaning but found 
passage after passage to be praised for its intrinsic beauty. In 
conclusion, Blackwood’s turned upon the Quarterly a long and 
spirited rebuke for its review of The Revolt of Islam. Such re- 
viewing, it roundly asserted, was both infamous and stupid; a 
mere comparison of the reviewer’s prose with Shelley’s poetry 
made one think of “a dunce rating a man of genius.” The 
Quarterly’s praise of one passage in Shelley’s poem was de- 
noimced as a mere hypocritical dodge which should expose the 
reviewer to the scorn and contempt of all true lovers of genius. 
“ He exults,” Blackwoods charges, “ to caliunniate Mr. Shelley’s 
moral character, but he fears to acknowledge his genius,” and 
so shows himself “ as far inferior to Mr. Shelley as a man of 
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worth, as the language in which he utters his falsehood and 
uncharitableness shows him to be inferior as a man of intellect.” 
Both Shelley and the Quarterly reviewer are assured that Eng- 
land will pardon much to genius, but will not pardon a dis- 
honest attempt to obscure genius. And “ It is not in the power 
of all the critics alive to blind one true lover of poetry to the 
splendour of Mr. Shelley’s genius.” To understand the greatness 
of the poet and the littleness of his traducer it was only necessary 
to read “ six successive stanzas ” of The Revolt of Islam, “ so 
full of music, imagination, intellect, and passion.”^® 

This persistent and extraordinary wooing of Shelley by the 
most powerful monthly of the day was a more significant thing 
than either Shelley or his biographers have realized. It was 
clear evidence that a genius like Shelley’s could not be wasted, 
no matter how dull or biased the majority of the reviewers 
might be. It showed also that in 1819, before his best works 
were published, it was possible for Shelley to achieve a fairly 
general recognition as a great poet. Shelley was really yielding 
to a persecution complex in the letters in which he spoke of his 
case as if it were hopeless. Had the two volumes then in press 
been as free from his political, religious, and moral theories as 
the Alastor volurde the story might have been difFerent. Even 
so, it was not until 1821 that the opportunity vanished. But 
Shelley was incapable of accepting Blackwood’s already im- 
plied invitation to win recognition by modifying his opinions. 
Prometheus Unbound reiterated most of the doctrines that en- 
sured attack from the conservatives; and The Cenci, rigidly 
objective and “ popular ” as Shelley supposed it to be, never- 
theless repeated the theme of incest against which the reviewers 
had already rebelled. 

Shelley was acquainted at least with Blackwoo(Ts review of 
Alastor and was considerably puzzled and encouraged by it. 
“ I am glad however, to see the Quarterly cut up, and that by 
one of their ovm people,” he wrote to Ollier. ". . . Do you 
know, I think the article in Blackwood could not have been 
written by a favourer of Government and a religionist. I don’t 
believe any such one could sincerely like my writings. After 
all, is it not some friend in disguise, and don’t you know who 
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wrote it? ” At about the same time Mary sent Maria Gisborne 
copies of the Quarterly and Blackwood’s reviews, which she 
called “ the bane and [the] antidote.” It seemed singular, she 
remarked, that a journal fully as furious as the Quarterly should 
take up Shelley’s defence. “We half think that ... it must 
be Walter Scott, the only liberal man of that faction.” 


Mary’s fourth and last child was bom on the morning of Novem- 
ber 12, 1819. The next day Shelley wrote to Leigh Hunt: “ Yes- 
terday morning Mary brought me a little boy. She suffered only 
about two hours’ pain, and is now so well that it seems a wonder 
that she stays in bed. The babe is also quite well, and has begun 
to suck. You may imagine that this is a great relief and a great 
comfort to me amongst all my misfortunes past present and to 
come. . . . Poor Mary begins (for the first time) to look a little 
consoled. For we have spent as you may imagine a miserable 
five months.” A few days later, in announcing the event to 
Miss Curran, Shelley reported that Mary was “exceedingly 
well.” “ 

Young Percy Florence, as he was christened, grew rapidly, 
indeed quite prodigiously, by Mary’s account. He resembled his 
mother and was such a fine, healthy child that it seemed absurd 
to worry about him, yet Mary had been through too much not 
to worry. She shuddered with horror to think of the five bleak, 
childless months that had preceded Percy’s birth, and it was a 
bitter thought that only one frail life stood between her and a 
repetition of that misery. Though her spirits and energy were 
now much improved, some of this morbid dread still lingered in 
her letters. At length Mrs. Mason interjected a plain, sensible 
warning: “lam very sorry to find that you still suffer from low 
spirits. I was in hopes the little boy would have been the best 
remedy for that. Words of consolation are but empty sounds, 
for to time alone it belongs to wear out the tears of affliction. 
However, a woman who gives milk should make every exertion 
to be cheerful, on account of the child she nourishes.” 

There were other more substantial worries for the Shelleys 
in Florence. Godwin was writing disturbing letters about his 
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lawsuit. On October 19 the case was decided against him, and 
he was called upon to pay several years’ back rent for a property 
he had supposed himself holding rent-free. The judgment, God- 
win informed Shelley, would involve the payment sooner or 
later of between £.600 and £2,000.*'* Mary’s journal for No- 
vember 9 reads: “ Bad news from London. Shelley reads Clar- 
endon aloud, and Plato. He writes to Papa.” “ Papa ” naturally 
expected Shelley to rescue him again, and Shelley, whose affairs 
were too much involved to assume the burden without bor- 
rowing, thought he might have to return to England to settle 
the matter.*® A notion of Shelley’s or Mary’s that Godwin might 
do well to give up his Skinner Street business entirely and live 
abroad was fortunately referred to Mrs. Mason for her judg- 
ment. Mrs. Mason agreed that Godwin would do well to retire 
from business, but on the basis of her own experience and ob- 
servation as an exile she advised strongly that the Godwins re- 
main in England.*® 

At no time since Shelley had come to Italy could Godwin’s 
troubles have been revived so inconveniently. For the rest of 
Shelley’s life they interfered with Mary’s recovery of cheerful 
spirits and but for Mary’s faith in him might have produced the 
open breach between them which Godwin did not hesitate to 
risk. Moreover, Shelley had just rendered himself doubly un- 
able to come to Godwin’s rescue, by involving himself in the 
straitened finances of the Gisbomes. 


The Gisbornes had been living on a small income a part or all 
of which was invested in the funds of the English government. 
Somewhat alarmed at the possible insecurity or future inade- 
quacy of his investments, Mr. Gisborne had recently taken a 
journey to England to look into the situation and had returned 
after the Shelleys left Leghorn for Florence. Shelley was tire- 
less in urging him to withdraw his money from the public funds 
as quickly as possible. The taxes, he argued, were failing and 
in any case could no longer meet the expenses of the govern- 
ment. The standing army was being increased; a bloody strug- 
gle seemed imminent. If the government won, it would be com- 
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pelled to reduce the interest on the national debt, and if the 
people won, they would abolish most of the government’s pres- 
ent financial obligations. Even if there were some sort of last- 
minute compromise between the government and the people 
the interest on government bonds would certainly be reduced.*^ 
Mr. Gisborne was not fully convinced, and was in any case 
powerless to do anything without the consent of Henry Rev- 
eley’s uncle, who apparently did not share Shelley’s alarm. 

But there was another way in which the Gisbomes might be 
aided. Why not make Henry Reveley’s steam-engine a source 
of income? Already in England, in New York, and even in 
Italy the first steamboats were beginning a revolution of water- 
transport. The Shelley who as a freshman had dreamed of 
balloons over Africa and who a few years later had lent his 
enthusiasm to the Tremadoc Embankment dreamed another 
dream of progress. There seemed no reason why Henry Rev- 
eley should not build a steamboat to ply between Leghorn, 
Genoa, and Marseilles. There was no reason, in fact, except the 
lack of funds. A few days before the Shelleys left Leghorn 
Mary’s journal states (September 22) : “ Shelley reads Calderon 
and talks about the steam engine.” One day after the Shelleys 
left, a contract was signed for the fitting and launching of the 
boat. Henry and his assistant were going ahead with the engine, 
but were handicapped by lack of cash. Mrs. Gisborne had al- 
ready advanced all she could — a hundred and forty crowns.®® 

Shelley’s financial assistance must have been arranged shortly 
before he left Leghorn. Its total extent is uncertain, but he 
actually furnished a hundred pounds on December 7 and an- 
other hrmdred on December 23.®® These sums had been prom- 
ised much earlier, but were delayed by a temporary snarl in 
Shelley’s banking accounts.*" Eventually, after some letters to 
England, the matter was corrected without actual loss of money, 
but not without some inconvenience. Henry Reveley found 
himself unable to buy certain materials when needed, and lost 
some excellent workmen because they could not remain idle 
until funds arrived. 

Shelley’s letters to the Gisbomes were full of eager inquiries 
about the steamboat; Mrs. Gisborne’s answering letters com- 
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municated Henry’s eagerness, energy, and resourcefulness. Af- 
ter examining the new steamboat from Genoa and talking with 
its engineer about the practical difficulties of operation Henry 
still felt confident. He also obtained a detailed account of the 
Trieste boat. 

Henry himself was now a correspondent of Shelley’s. Recog- 
nizing his deficiencies in written English, he had accepted Shel- 
ley’s oflFer to criticize a series of letters. But when Henry de- 
scribed his boat or gave a vivid account of casting the cylinders 
for his engine Shelley was roused to a very uncritical enthusi- 
asm: “Your volcanic description of the birth of the cylinder is 
very characteristic both of you and of it. One might imagine 
God, when he made the earth, and saw the granite mountains 
and flinty promontories flow into their craggy forms, and the 
splendour of their fusion filling millions of miles of the void 
space, like the tail of a comet, so looking, so delighting in his 
work.”»i 


The state of mind that had caused Shelley to write The Masque 
of Anarchy continued during the autumn and early winter of 
1819. His sonnet “ England in 1819 ” pictures a country with a 
mad and dying King, disgraceful princes, and heartless minis- 
ters, its people starved and assassinated, its religion meaning- 
less, and its standing army dangerous to oppressor and op- 
pressed alike. From all this might soon arise the “glorious 
Phantom,” freedom. In the Preface to Prometheus Unbound 
Shelley had half -promised to undertake a systematic statement 
in prose of his ideas of society. He now made considerable prog- 
ress on his Philosophical View of Reform ( discussed in the pre- 
ceding chapter), which amply shows the moderation with 
which he thought reform should be accomplished. Shelley 
wanted reform without revolution, but he was very much afraid 
that the rulers would induce revolution. “ I fear that in England 
things will be carried violently by the rulers, and [that] they will 
not have learned to yield in time to the spirit of the age. The 
great thing to do is to hold the balance between popular im- 
patience and ^rannical obstinacy; to inculcate with fervour 
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both the right of resistance and the duty of forbearance.” If it 
came to an open struggle, he wrote to Hunt, "We cannot 
hesitate which party to embrace; and whatever revolutions are 
to occur . . . our party will be that of liberty and of the op- 
pressed.” 

As he wrote these words Shelley was already coming to the 
defence of the oppressed. Hogg had recently sent him a brief 
account of the trial of Richard Carlile for blasphemy in pub- 
lishing Palmer’s Principles of Nature and Paine’s Age of Reason. 
This was the second of Carlile’s several martyrdoms at the hands 
of the law, and he received a very severe sentence.** 

Carlile had conducted his own defence and had insisted upon 
reading to the jury the whole of Paine’s Age of Reason. His wife 
had then published an account of his trial in which Carlile’s 
“ defence ” was repeated — a technically legal method of pub- 
lishing Paine which resulted in her prompt trial and conviction. 
Many of the details were probably unknown to Shelley, who 
only needed to know that Carlile was unjustly imprisoned. It 
was the Peter Finnerty case over again. Immediately he dashed 
off a long letter to Leigh Hunt to be inserted in the Examiner. 
Why Hunt failed to print so moderate and able a paper has 
not been explained. 

“ In the name of all we hope for in human nature what are 
the people of England about? ” Shelley demanded. Briefly sum- 
marizing the disastrous news of post after post, he introduced 
Garlile’s case as the most recent outrage: “ And thus at the same 
time we see on one hand men professing to act by the public au- 
thority who put in practice the trampling down and murdering 
an vmarmed multitude without distinction of sex or age, and on 
the other a tribunal which punishes men for asserting that deeds 
of the same character, transacted in a distant age and country 
were not done by the command of God.” 

Shelley held no brief for Garble individually. He admitted 
that the defence might have been deficient in dignity and that 
the books for whose publication Garble was sentenced might 
well contain ofFensive matter. The real points were that Garble 
had been denied his constitutional right to a trial by a jury of 
his peers, that the terms of the indictment ( “ wicked, malicious,” 
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and blasphemous libel) had been practically ignored and were 
certainly unproved, and that Carlile’s conviction was really a 
case of class oppression which violated the principle of equal 
justice for all. On all these points Shelley argued more like a 
temperate and skilful lawyer than an enthusiastic reformer. 
How could a jury of orthodox churchmen be called peers of 
a man whose case their very orthodoxy forced them to prejudge? 
If it were contended that a jury of deists might be his peers but 
would be equally predetermined for acquittal, what could be 
said against a jury half orthodox and half deist, on the model 
of the half-foreign juries which were regularly impanelled to 
try criminal cases involving foreigners? The argument that a 
deist could not take the oath to be impanelled was absurd — 
deists and Unitarians regularly did so, regarding it as a matter 
of form. Why had the government not prosecuted the writings 
of Hume and Gibbon? Why had it not haled into court Sir 
William Drummond, William Godwin, and Jeremy Bentham, 
all of whom treated Ghristianity as “ an exploded superstition ”? 
Among the very men who prosecuted booksellers like Carlile 
were persons who Shelley said he could testify of his own knowl- 
edge were themselves deists. 

Shelley contended further that Carlile not only had failed to 
receive a trial by his peers, but had also been denied equal 
justice. The reason was that by attacking more powerful deists 
the government risked defeat. By making sure of Carlile’s con- 
viction they bolstered the power of an Established Church, 
which was a principal prop of their various political oppressions. 
They cared little for religion except as a mask of worldly power. 
“ In prosecuting Carlile they have used the superstition of the 
jury as their instrument for crushing a political enemy.” Twenty 
years later, when the government was employing a similar par- 
tiality in prosecuting radicals for publishing Queen Mob, such 
radical admirers of Shelley as Henry Hetherington actually 
forced the trial of Edward Moxon on the same charges, and by 
the threat of compelling equal justice helped abolish the dis- 
crimination against which Shelley protested in Carlile’s case.®^ 

Under such conditions, with England trembling in the bal- 
ance between despotism and free government, it seemed to 
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Shelley that the case of Carlile forced every lover of freedom to 
speak out. But meanwhile Carlile was in prison, financially 
ruined. Let a good subscription be raised, not only to relieve 
Carlile, but to defeat the government’s purpose of ruining him 
and thus damaging the cause of freedom in which he suffered. 
Shelley offered to deny himself some intended lessons in Ger- 
man and devote the money to Carlile’s relief.*® 


It is very probable that Shelley’s “ Peter Bell the Third,” which 
was written within the same fortnight as the letter on Carlile,*® 
was not so completely a mere play of fanciful humour as it ap- 
pears, though its origin was not very serious. Wordsworth’s 
Peter Bell: A Tale in Verse, after lying nineteen years in manu- 
script, was published in 1819; but its publication was actually 
preceded by John Hamilton Reynolds’s burlesque Peter Bell: 
A Lyrical Ballad. The review of both poems in the Examiner 
for April 26 and May 3 furnished Shelley with the idea of 
creating a third Peter Bell. Mary finished copying it on No- 
vember 2, and it was immediately sent off to Hunt. Ollier was 
to publish it, but as it was a “ party squib ” written carelessly 
in a few days’ time, Shelley’s name must not be mentioned. As 
k matter of fact, the poem was not published until 1839. 

Mrs. Shelley’s note on the poem states Shelley’s great admira- 
tion for Wordsworth as a poet and seems anxious to show that 
the poem is not a personal attack on Wordsworth. The very 
words in which she states Shelley’s purpose serve also partly 
to veil it: 

He conceived the idealism of a poet — a man of lofty and creative 
genius — quitting the glorious calling of discovering and announcing 
fire beautiful and the good, to support and propagate ignorant prej- 
udices and pernicious errors; imparting to the enlightened, not that 
ardour for truth and spirit of toleration which Shelley looked on as 
the sources of the moral improvement and happiness of mankind; but 
false and injurious opinions, that evil was good, and that ignorance 
and force were the best allies of purity and virtue. His idea was that 
a man gifted even as transcendently as the Author of Peter Bell, with 
the hipest qualities of genius, must, if he fostered such errors, be 

168 



1819] “Peter Bell the Third’' 

infected with dulness. The poem was written as a warning, not as 
a narration of the reality. 

This states Shelley’s opinions only half-way. The truly hu- 
morous description of the poet’s dullness undoubtedly bears 
little relation to Shelley’s opinion of Wordsworth’s earlier poems. 
But Shelley and everybody else knew that since about 1814 
Wordsworth was becoming duller. Shelley certainly thought 
Peter Bell a ridiculous product of nineteen years’ incubation. 
He used to quote the poem, beginning with chuckles of amuse- 
ment and reaching a point of almost uncontrollable laughter 
with the stanza beginning “ It is a party in a parlour ” and end- 
ing “ All silent and all damned,” which he used as a motto for 
“ Peter Bell the Third.” But Shelley also thought Words- 
worth was becoming more dangerous. He had already char- 
acterized him to Peacock as an odious flatterer of tyranny. Un- 
der the surface, as he remarked in his introductory poem to 
“ The Witch of Atlas,” Peter was 

a fellow 

Scorched by Hell’s hyperequatorial climate 
Into a kind of sulphureous yellow. 

In “ Peter Bell the Third,” beneath the odd Shelleyan horse- 
play and occasional cutting parody, is plainly to be seen not 
only Shelley’s warning that a poet who deserts the cause of 
freedom must necessarily grow dull, having committed a sort 
of spiritual suicide, but his very plain conviction that Words- 
worth was already growing dull for this reason. 

It is a curious fact that The Masque of Anarchy, the letter on 
Carlile, and “ Peter Bell the Third ” were all sent to Leigh Hunt 
for publication, within a few months of each other, and yet 
none was published imtil many years later. As late as April 5, 
1820 Shelley complained to Hunt that he had not even acknowl- 
edged receipt of “ Peter Bell the Third ” and the letter on Rich- 
ard Carlile. Hunt probably acted within the vague discretion- 
• ary powers assigned him by Shelley in suppressing these 
writings, but why did he do so? He had fearlessly published 
similar opinions of his own on all three subjects. Hardly any 
answer is possible except that Hunt believed that Shelley at 
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this time had a real opportimity to win public recognition as a 
great poet, and that this opportunity should not be lost through 
relatively minor publications that were not sufiBciently valuable 
to justify such a risk. 


“ I HAVE deserted the odorous gardens of literature to journey 
across the great sandy desert of Politics,” Shelley lightly in- 
formed the Gisbomes on November 6. He was, in fact, more 
excited over political matters than at any time since his first 
expedition to Ireland. Mrs. Mason, with a better notion than 
anyone else of the close connection between Shelley’s health 
and his state of mind, wrote: “ I am very sorry to hear such 
a bad account of Mr. Shelley, and fear that the interest he takes 
in the political state of England is very injurious to his health. 
I speak feelingly on this subject, as my nerves have never re- 
covered the shake they got about twenty years ago on a similar 
occasion.” Mrs. Gisborne was also concerned about Shelley’s 
health: “ Messere! I am not quite satisfied with the account of 
your health. What occasions the fixed pain in your side? You 
must move heaven and earth to get rid of it.” Mary’s letters 
had evidently been disquieting, as they generally were on the 
subject of Shelley’s health. The physicians in Florence thought 
his condition delicate enough to require forbidding his return 
to England during the winter.^® 

The weather, too, was unfavourable; Florence was having 
one of its coldest and most disagreeable winters for many years. 
“ Nothing,” Shelley wrote to Tom Medwin,^^ “ reconciles me to 
the slightest indication of winter: much less such infernal cold 
as my nerves have been racked upon for the last ten days.” At 
the same time Mary Shelley was writing to Mrs. Gisborne that 
Shelley’s health, although better, still showed the efiFects of the 
cold in an “ extreme nervous irritability.” In a less exasperated 
mood Shelley described the winter as “ an epic of rain, with an 
episode of frost, and a few similes concerning fine weather.” 

Yet Shelley’s health was not bad enough to prevent consider- 
able activity. Besides the writing already discussed he wrote the 
fourth act of Prometheus Unbound, fhe “Ode to the West 
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Wind,” ** and several exquisite short lyrics. For a day or two he 
returned to his old unfinished task of translating Spinoza with 
Mary. Nor had he deserted his reading so much as he gave 
Mrs. Gisborne to understand. He kept up his new-found in- 
terest in Calderon and had read some half-dozen new plays by 
November 16.''® He read Massinger, Beaumont and Fletcher, 
Shakespeare, and Sophocles, but his more constant reading 
was in the Earl of Clarendon, Plato’s Republic, and the New 
Testament, all of which (and sometimes Shakespeare and 
Sophocles) he sometimes read aloud to Mary. 

As Mary recovered strength she occasionally accompanied 
Shelley on his frequent strolls in the Cascine Forest. Most of 
her time, however, was consumed by the needs of her rapidly 
growing baby. Claire was busy with her singing-lessons and 
with reading Spanish, though she seems to have foimd more 
time for social life than either Shelley or Mary. Except for the 
lodgers in the house, the life of the Shelleys was almost as 
solitary as it had been at Villa Valsovano. Milly Shields, the 
only remaining servant who had accompanied the Shelleys from 
England, left them shortly before the middle of December and 
was replaced by a much better nurse, a German-Swiss, who 
spoke excellent Italian. The Shelleys had made no Italian ac- 
quaintances. Madame du Plantis, their landlady, they saw oc- 
casionally, and her rather attractive daughter, Louise, more 
often. They had a calling acquaintance with several English 
people — a Mr. and Mrs. Meadows, a Mr. and Mrs. Harding, 
and a Mr. Tomkins. Mr. Harding, a clergyman, christened 
young Percy Florence on January 25. Mr. Tomkins, an amateur 
portrait-painter, sketched a portrait of Shelley on January 7 
and 9.*® Claire Clairmont’s journal mentions other English 
people with whom she associated and who were probably known 
to the Shelleys — Mr. Dalton, Mr. Baxter, Mr. Pidwell, and a 
Mrs. Pollok. A more familiar caller, on January 23, was Elise 
Foggi, who had come to Florence to live some time after leaving 
the Shelleys in Naples. As yet it was five or six months before 
she was to tell her damaging story to the Hoppners. The Shel- 
leys received her and even recommended Paolo’s employment 
by Henry Reveley. 
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Early in November, shortly before the birth of Percy Florence, 
a visitor came to Florence in whom the poet took an immediate 
interest. She was Miss Sophia Stacey, the ward of one of Shel- 
ley’s favourite uncles, Mr. Robert Parker. Miss Stacey was ac- 
companied by an older friend. Miss Corbet Parry-Jones. Having 
spent three years with her guardian at Bath and Brighton, Miss 
Stacey was rather fond of social life and enjoyed the gaiety to 
be found among English circles at Florence. She had an ex- 
cellent, well-trained voice, and some superficial interest in 
ideas and events; but if one may judge from such extracts from 
her journal as have been preserved she was fundamentally 
a simple, ingenuous English girl, with the touch of sentimental- 
ism that was rather fashionable for young ladies at the time. 
Mr. Parker had told her enough about Shelley to stimulate her 
curiosity. Two days after her arrival in Florence she called at 
the Palazzo Marini and received the impression that the Shelleys 
often communicated, that “ They see no company and live quite 
to themselves.’” On the next day (the day before Percy Florence 
was bom ) she and Miss Jones removed to the same house, after 
which a considerable intimacy arose. 

This intimacy was at first more with Shelley than with Mary. 
Shelley talked often on politics and religion, and " Love, Lib- 
erty, Death.” Sophia found him deliciously “ mysterious ” and 
“ interesting ” — his room was cluttered with Greek books; he 
always had a book under his arm or in his hand; and a little 
table with pen and ink stood always by his bed. 

The somewhat sentimentally romantic charm that Shelley 
had scarcely had opportunity to exercise since Hogg had ob- 
served its effect upon the young ladies of the Boinville-Newton 
circles claimed another delighted victim. Two days after she 
had moved to the same pension (November 13), Sophia wrote 
in her journal: “ Saw Mr. Shelley: ‘ Louisa can you give me some 
paper?’ — He walked on the terrace before the house with 
Mile, du Plantis and Mile. Clermont: after dinner (ho veduto 
il signa: lumiere del lampo — ho parlato dei sue sorrelle — 
Devo ritomare i suoi ricordanze al Signor Parker, Di suoi av- 
venture [?] nella sua gioventii — Gli scrittori — Inchiostro. Si 
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parlo della musica. Ha ascoltata le canzonette [ ?] . U omo molto 
interessante). . . 

Once (November 22) Shelley visited the UfiBzi Gallery with 
Sophia Stacey and Mr. Tomkins and walked with them after- 
wards in the Cascine groves. He helped her with her Italian. 
Mary Shelley, who at the time of Sophia’s arrival seemed only 
“very delicate and interesting,” soon grew strong enough to 
accompany Shelley to one of her tea parties and to walk with 
Shelley and Sophia in the Cascine (December 11). They were 
Sophia’s guests for Christmas dinner. Mary’s opinion of Sophia 
and her friend was expressed in a letter of December 1 to Maria 
Gisborne; " There are some ladies come to this house who knew 
Shelley’s family, the younger one was enthousiasmee to see him; 
the elder said that he was a very shocking man, but, finding that 
we became the mode, she melted, and paid us a visit. She is 
a little old Welshwoman, without the slightest education. . . . 
The younger lady ... is lively and unaffected. She sings well 
for an English debutante, and, if she would learn the scales, 
would sing exceedingly well, for she has a sweet voice.” 

Shelley took great delight in Sophia Stacey’s singing. He 
particularly enjoyed hearing her sing “Non tenner, o madre 
amata" and de Thierry’s ballad “Why declare how much I 
love thee,” often to her own accompaniment on the harp. His 
lyric “ Thou art fair and few are fairer,” which he entitled “ To 
Sophia,” was written for her to sing. Sometimes she asked him 
for a song or a poem. Two months after her departure from 
Florence Shelley complied with one such request by sending 
her, in a postscript to one of Mary’s letters, his lyric “ On a Faded 
Violet “I promised you what I cannot perform; a song on 
singing: — there are only two subjects remaining. I have a few 
stanzas on one which though simple and rude, look as if they 
were dictated by the heart.”®® Already (on December 28) he 
had presented her with a copy of Leigh Hunt’s Literary Pocket- 
book for 1819, in which he had written out three poems: “ Good- 
Night,” “ Love’s Philosophy,” and “ Time Long Past,” all of 
which have somewhat the air of having been written for 
music.“ 
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These poems may or may not have been written originally 
for Sophia Stacey; there is a stanza evidently intended as part 
of “ Love’s Philosophy ” which Shelley did not present to Miss 
Stacey and which would indicate that the poem given her may 
have been adapted from one already written/* But there can 
be no question about his first and most famous poetic gift to 
her, the passionate lyric “ I arise from dreams of thee,” whose 
title, “Indian Serenade,” suggests that it, too, was written to 
be sung. Miss Stacey’s journal states that on November 16 
Shelley promised to write her some poetry, and that on the next 
evening after hearing her sing, he handed her the famous lyric. 
A more personal meaning belongs to the little poem entitled 
“ To ,” which obviously related fragments in Shelley’s note- 

books show to have been intended for Sophia Stacey: 

I fear thy kisses, gentle maiden. 

Thou needest not fear mine; 

My spirit is too deeply laden 
Ever to burden thine. 

I fear thy mien, thy tones, thy motion. 

Thou needest not fear mine; 

Innocent is the heart’s devotion 
With which I worship thine. 

Whether or not the declaration in the last two lines was made 
to Sophia Stacey personally or only to himself, it shows Shelley 
stating the same attitude he had formerly stated to Elizabeth 
Kitchener and was soon to state again to both Emilia Viviani 
and Jane Williams. Shelley’s striking consistence in endeavour- 
ing to prevent the misimderstanding of such poems has not 
been sufficiently noted by his more suspicious critics. 

It is to be regretted that we know so little of the songs that 
Shelley enjoyed hearing Sophia Stacey and Claire Clairmont 
sing; diey might furnish some useful clues to the feeling, im- 
agery, and particularly the rhythms of many of Shelley’s finest 
short lyrics. The stanzas “ To Sophia,” for example, might pos- 
sibly have been intended to be sung to the same tune as de 
Thierry’s “ Why declare how much I love thee? ” since the first 
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lines — all that can be checked — are metrically equivalent. 
Certainly Shelley was charmed with the company of Sophia 
Stacey, but the beautiful lyrics that she inspired, and even, for 
the most part, the poem directly addressed to her, were not 
personal tributes, but tributes to the power of music. Some 
other lovely voice singing impassioned or sentimental lyrics 
would have done as well, as Claire Clairmont’s had done before, 
at Marlow. The most impassioned of them all, “The Indian 
Serenade,” was written within a week of the time he first saw 
Sophia Stacey. 

Shelley continued to squire his attractive quasi-kinswoman 
about Florence until her departure for Rome. “ Mr. Shelley 
walked with me to see our carriage for Rome,” Sophia wrote in 
her journal for December 23, “ and the step being high he lifted 
me out of the carriage.” This apparently was only a visit of 
inspection. On the 29th Sophia and Miss Parry-Jones departed, 
bearing with them a letter in which Shelley recommended them 
to the good graces of the Signora Dionigi. 

Not long afterwards the Shelleys themselves began to talk 
seriously of departing for Pisa, though they had come to Flor- 
ence to remain six months. Florence in January was so cold and 
rainy, and so socially cheerless, that there seemed no virtue in 
remaining. Had it not been for a reluctance to interrupt Claire’s 
satisfactory progress in music they would have left earher. 
When in the middle of January the frost was broken by a sudden 
and rapid thaw they decided to depart for Pisa at once. At 
eight o’clock on the morning of January 26 they set out, de- 
scending the Amo by boat to Empoli, thirty miles in five hours. 
Four hours more by carriage brought them to Pisa,®* in or near 
which city Shelley was to pass the rest of his life. 
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PISA AND LEGHORN: 

OLD TROUBLES REVIVE 

QUIET IN PISA; REVOLUTIONARY HOPES; 
THE CENCl REVIEWS; ATTEMPTED BLACKMAIL; 
DEATH OF ELENA; WORRY OVER GODWIN 


Pisa in 1820 was a sleepy, shrunken old city, much less noisy 
and bustling than Leghorn. Mary Shelley spoke of it as half- 
unpopulated.^ Following the French Revolution and the Na- 
poleonic Wars its population had decreased from 120,000 to 
18,000. The Shelleys’ first view of Pisa in 1818 had left a rather 
unfavourable impression. There were no great museums or art 
galleries and its best architecture was mainly Gothic, which 
Shelley rather despised in comparison with Graeco-Roman re- 
mains. Only in his “ Tower of Famine,” describing the prison 
of Ugolino, and in “ Evening: Ponte al Mare, Pisa,” does the 
city of Pisa make any impression on Shelley’s poetry. Never- 
theless, he was attracted to its quiet peacefulness and expected 
to be greatly benefited by its mild climate and good water. The 
surrounding hills and neighbouring forest, and the yellow Amo, 
flecked with foam from mountain freshets in spring or flashing 
like fire beneath a summer sunset, offered occasional thrills of 
natural beauty that compensated for the absence of the ruins 
of Rome or Naples and the art galleries of Florence. 

On January 29 the party left their temporary quarters at the 
Tre Donzelle and moved into lodgings at Casa Frasi, Lung* 
Amo. But Shelley was " irritated to deadi for the want of a 
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study and in little more than a month (March 4) they 
moved to more commodious quarters on the top floor of the 
same building, where they remained till the middle of Jime. 

Pisa was the home of one of the most distinguished physicians 
in Italy, Dr. Vacc^ Berlinghieri, a man with a really interna- 
tional reputation who had the added merit, in Shelley’s eyes, 
of being a political and philosophic radical. Here, too, lived 
the Masons, already good friends of the Shelleys. At Leghorn, 
distant only three and a half hours’ travel, lived the Gisbomes. 
There were other English at Pisa, but to the Shelleys and Ma- 
sons they seemed rather a dull lot. Only one of them, Walter 
Savage Landor, seemed likely to prove interesting, but he, un- 
fortunately, was even more averse to English society than the 
Shelleys, who were merely indiflFerent. He declined to meet 
them. In Claire’s journal ( May 5 ) he is represented as saying 
he would not see a single English person. He had in fact only 
recently contracted a strong prejudice against Shelley, based 
upon an account of Shelley’s treatment of Harriet probably 
furnished him by Southey.* Of the other “odd English” in 
Pisa, not omitting Shelley, Claire’s journal furnishes an amusing 
glimpse: 

Shelley, who walks about reading a great quarto Encyclopedia 
with another volume under his arm, Mr. Tatty [Mr. Tighe, known as 
Mason] who sets potatoes in Pots, and a Mr. Dolby who is rejoicing 
that he is escaped from Suflano [?] at last although he is 70 some say 
80 yrs. of age — he is short and thick and goes about with his pockets 
stuffed out with books, singing, and a pair of spectacles hung by a 
gold chain round his neck. He is learned and tells everyone that he 
would put on a better coat to visit them in if he had another in the 
world besides the one he wears. 

To this account may be added Mrs. Mason’s “ very amusing 
stories of English Prudery. Of a Lady who ‘ movmts her Chastity 
and rides over us all.’ ” * Claire might have added the name of 
“the Reverend Colonel [Calicot] Finch,” who had been for 
some time a flitting resident of several Italian cities and was 
occasionally in Pisa in 1820. The Shelleys had met him before, 
on April 25, 1819, at Signora Dionigi’s, and considered him 
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a ridiculous bore. They bestowed the name of Calicot upon 
him from the character of that name in Moore s The Fudge 
Family In Paris. One day as Claire and Shelley were taking a 
walk Aey became aware of a grand commotion. A tall gentle- 
man with an umbrella was chasing a blacksmith s boy, crying: 
“ Seize himl Seize him! ” The boy was cornered and his pur- 
suer began calling loudly for the Governor. Shelley intervened 
to see that justice was done, but when Claire recognized the 
Reverend Colonel he allowed her to drag him away, preferring 
even the jeopardy of justice to the risk of being recognized by 
such a bore.® 

A much more violent encounter with a fellow Englishman 
that has been reported of Shelley in Pisa probably never hap- 
pened at all. Medwin was told by Shelley of an assault by an 
English oflScer of the Portuguese army, supposedly as a result 
of the Quarterly’s review of Loon and Cythna.^ Overhearing 
Shelley call for his mail at the post office, this man, a tall, power- 
ful fellow, exclaimed: “ What! Are you that d — d atheist, Shel- 
ley? ” — and straightway knocked him down. While Shelley 
lay stunned the man vanished. Mr. Tighe, or Mason, as he 
preferred to be called, traced him to his inn, whence he had 
also vanished, and Shelley and Mr. Mason followed him at 
once to Genoa, whence he had again vanished, this time with- 
out trace. It would appear that the story of this fleeing assailant 
(the third in Shelley’s life) should vanish also when we con- 
sider its utter absence from the journals and letters of the Shel- 
leys and Claire. In fact, such a journey as one to Genoa and 
back would have consumed the better part of a week and is 
totally disproved by the almost daily mention in the journals of 
Shelley's presence in Pisa. 

In such society as Pisa afforded, the Shelleys went about very 
little. “ I ought to tell you,” Shelley warned Tom Medwin in 
inviting him to Pisa, " that we do not enter society. The few 
people we see are those who suit us, — and I believe nobody 
.but us. I find saloons and compliments too great bores; though 
I am of an extremely social disposition.” ’’ Even from their cor- 
re^ndents the Shelleys were somewhat more isolated than 
usi^ Sophia Stacey wrote several letters for a few months 
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after the separation at Florence, but the correspondence with 
Amelia Curran had lapsed. Leigh Hunt, oppressed with his 
own worries, wrote only infrequently, and Hogg, too lazy for 
much letter-writing, wrote only once to decline Shelley’s warm 
invitation to visit him. One or two letters arrived from Horace 
Smith and Elizabeth Kent, but Peacock, full of India House 
business and immersed in matrimony, was more than usually 
lax in his correspondence. 

A great part of the Shelleys’ time was spent with the Masons. 
Mrs. Mason in particular they found delightful company. “ We 
see no one but an Irish lady and her husband, who are settled 
here,” Shelley wrote to Leigh Hunt on April 5. “ She is every- 
thing that is amiable and wise, and he is very agreeable. You 
will think it my fate either to find or to imagine some lady of 
45, very unprejudiced and philosophical, who has entered 
deeply into the best and selectest spirit of the age, with en- 
chanting manners, and a disposition rather to like me, in every 
town that I inhabit. But certainly such this lady is.” 

Mrs. Mason not only possessed sound common sense, learn- 
ing, and a humorously tolerant view of life; she was also a calm 
friend of freedom, though her greatest enthusiasm had died with 
Robert Emmet. With her reminiscences of the Irish revolt of 
’93 she set Mary and Claire reading the Irish pamphlets with 
which her library was still stocked. Looking into the past 
she could recall an amusing story of how Thomas Holcroft’s 
daughter, employed by her family as a governess, wrote ridicu- 
lous poetry and eloped with a nameless man about whom she 
knew only that he wore a green coat. She remembered how, 
when Hardy had been acquitted of treason in 1794, she called 
at his shop to buy shoes of him that proved uncomfortable, and 
how she accused his lasts of being too aristocratic for her demo- 
cratic feet. She could also touch lightly on the mildly scandalous 
details of Lady Oxford’s Continental travels. Turning to the 
more immediate present she could tell of calling upon an old 
priest whose mistress had just died, and how sympathy gave 
way to laughter as they listened to his praise of her virtues — 
“ una fresca donna di sessant’ anni.” Mrs. Mason possessed a 
good library, and was quite at home reading the Agamemnon 
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of i®schylus with Shelley. The Masons lived at Casa Silva, Via 
Mala Gonella. Almost every day for six months the Shelleys 
and Claire went there for tea, dinner, or an afternoon or morn- 
ing call. Mrs. Mason’s personality, and her garden, very prob- 
ably contributed something to Shelley’s “ The Sensitive Plant.” ® 
Claire was especially attracted. She occasionally took it upon 
herself to straighten out the library and frequently went walking 
or driving with Laurette and Nerina, the Masons’ attractive 
yoimg daughters. 

Except for the Masons, Mary’s journal mentions practically 
no other acquaintance in Pisa from February to June 1820, and 
Claire’s journal mentions only three or fomr. A Signor Tantini 
called once and a Signor Gianitti once. Dr. Vacc^, in addition 
to professional calls, appears to have called several times so- 
cially. One of these times was on April 21 during a two days’ 
visit of the Gisbomes, whom Vacci had known ten years earlier. 
On this occasion, according to Claire, Shelley and Vacck en- 
gaged in “ a very profound and atheistical conversation.” At 
some other time Shelley and Vacc^ must have talked about 
agriculture, one of Vacc^i’s hobbies, for on April 23 Shelley wrote 
to the Gisbomes: “ I have been thinking, and talking, and read- 
ing Agriculture this last week.” * 

The Gisbomes’ visit of April 20 was their second, the first 
having been a visit of one day, on Febmary 28. Shelley 
made several short visits to Leghorn, January 31-Febmary 2, 
March 3-6, and April 21. Correspondence between the two 
families was frequent. Mrs. Gisborne acted as a kind of shop- 
ping agent for the Shelleys in attending to many small purchases 
more easily made in Leghorn, and even in the securing of a 
new maidservant. But the Gisbomes were about to make a jour- 
ney to England. As the time for their departure approached, 
Mary conceived the idea that it would be far better for all 
concerned if Mrs. Gisborne were to remain behind with the 
Shelleys. Several urgent letters argued the hardships and ex- 
penses of the journey and the uselessness of Mrs. Gisborne’s 
presence in England on a financial mission that could be per- 
fectly weir handled by Mr. Gisborne and Henry Reveley. As 
far as self-respect would allow she urged that her own low 
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spirits would be greatly improved by Mrs. Gisborne’s remain- 
ing in Pisa. Shelley seconded Mail’s arguments, but Mrs. Gis- 
borne remained firm in her decision.^® On April 28 the Shel- 
leys went to Leghorn to say good-bye, and on May 2 the 
Gisbomes departed for England, having promised to keep a 
journal partly for the Shelleys’ benefit. 

In one matter in which the Gisbomes served Shelley’s in- 
terests, letters have been either lost or destroyed. One or both 
of Shelley’s visits to Leghorn in Febmary and March seem to 
have been concerned with Elena Adelaide Shelley, still in Na- 
ples. The Shelleys had been prevented from returning to Na- 
ples first by the death of William Shelley and then by the birth 
of Percy Florence. Since they feared to submit Percy Florence 
to the dangers of travel that had proved so fatal to Clara, some 
more permanent arrangement must be made for Elena than the 
one made in anticipation of an early return to Naples. In such 
a matter, since Shelley had violated Neapolitan law in making 
a false birth-registration, it might be as well to have the coimsel 
of a lawyer. On March 8, two days after returning from Leg- 
horn, Shelley wrote to the Gisbomes: 

I inclose an outside calculation of the expenses at Naples calcu- 
lated in ducats. I think it is as well to put into the hands of Del 
Rosso, or whoever engages to do the business 150 ducats — or more, 
as you see occasion — but on this you will favour me so far [as to] 
allow your judgment to regulate mine. 

Whatever the “ expenses at Naples ” were, they had evidently 
been discussed with the Gisbomes before, and Federico del 
Rosso, a distinguished attorney at Leghom,“ had been either 
discussed or consulted in connection with it. It is difficult to 
suppose that the expenses at Naples could refer to anyone ex- 
cept Elena. Shelley’s evident desire not to handle the matter 
from his own home at Pisa becomes clearer in a postscript to 
his next extant letter to the Gisbomes, eleven days later: 

If it [is] necessary to write again on [letter torn] Del Rosso, ad 
dress not Medwin, nor Shelley, but simply “ Mr. Jones.” 

This shows the Gisbomes, good friends of Mary as they were, 
frankly collaborating with Shelley in concealing from Mary 
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something connected with del Rosso which could hardly be 
anything except the a£Fairs concerning Elena. In a correspond- 
ence otherwise well preserved, the previous letter addressed to 
“ Medwin ” and Shelley’s assumed answer to it are both miss- 
ing. Neither Mary’s journal nor Claire’s, at this or any other 
time, breathes a word of Elena. Either Mary still did not 
know of Elena or she did know and the subject was so painful 
that it had to be kept from her attention. That she did know, 
at least by July, seems certain from Shelley’s postscript of July 2 
to the Gisbomes, in which he stated that Elena was to join him 
on her recovery. It is just possible that Mary’s antagonistic 
attitude, either expressed or unexpressed, is criticized in a 
cryptic line of Claire’s journal for February 9, at a time when 
Mary’s journal contains no entries from February 3 to 10: “ A 
Greek author says ‘ A bad wife is like Winter in a house.’ ” 


When the Shelleys moved to Pisa, Shelley was still suflFering 
from the effects of the severe winter in Florence.^* This physical 
and mental depression, in a diminishing degree, continued in 
Pisa imtil the return of spring. From January 27 until June 
Claire’s journal mentions no illness of Shelley’s, and Mary’s 
journal mentions Shelley only as “ unwell ” on February 25, 
“ not very well ” on March 26, “ ill ” on April 4, and “ not Well ” 
on May 27. Her letters to Mrs. Gisborne show that he was also 
“ ill ” on April 8 with " a very bad nervous attack.” These ex- 
pressions seem hardly in tone with those of Shelley. To Medwin 
Shelley wrote on April 16: “ You will find me a wretched invalid 
tmless a great change should take place and on May 1; "I 
have been seriously ill since I last wrote you, but I am now re- 
covering.” But even in his own more serious view of his illness, 
the return of warm weather made Shelley describe his health 
as “ materially better.” He added: “ I am on the whole greatly 
benefited by my residence in Italy, and but for certain moral 
causes, should probably have been able to reinstate my system 
completely.” 

The vase and competent Vacc^ evidently thought that Shel- 
ley’s illness was at least partly nervous, and to some extent de- 
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pendent on his state of mind. He “ could only guess ” at the 
cause, but he enjoined Shelley to abstain from all physicians 
and medicine, and trust to Nature. Warm baths and a still 
warmer climate than Pisa’s seemed highly desirable.^^ In the 
spring Shelley began taking the baths at the Baths of Pisa, with 
some slight benefit, and in June the family planned to go to the 
Baths of Lucca for the summer months. The hotter climate of 
southern Italy, however, was for the present out of the question, 
on account of the risk to young Percy Florence. 

The “ moral causes ” that Shelley himself recognized as hav- 
ing injured his health previously must have been the distresses 
following the deaths of Clara and William, and the situation 
created by Godwin’s financial crisis. The first of these had 
somewhat abated, but it had not vanished, nor was its first shock 
of disillusion and disappointment a thing that could ever be 
completely obliterated. The problem of Elena must have served 
occasionally to reopen the wound. 

Godwin’s situation was dragging on hopelessly. His letters 
were to be dreaded. It is not without significance that when 
Mary wrote in her journal for April 4: “ Shelley ill,” it was im- 
mediately preceded by “ Letter from Papa.” Letters from Eliza- 
beth Kent and Leigh Hunt showed that Hunt’s finances were 
again desperate, and Shelley was now too straitened himself to 
help. He did what he could by writing to Ollier about the debt 
of Hunt’s that he had guaranteed shortly before leaving Eng- 
land.^® 

Old debts of his own were cropping up in embarrassing pro- 
fusion. Payment was due on the piano he had bought at Mar- 
low on a deferred-payment plan negotiated through Vincent 
Novello. Two money-lenders of Bath, from whom Shelley had 
borrowed over five hundred pounds in 1817 demanded a large 
payment, reproached him for selling his furniture at Marlow and 
departing without leaving an address, and threatened legal 
action. Money was still owing to Madocks at Marlow, a debt 
which Shelley thought Longdill should pay but which that 
“insolent rascal” referred to Shelley through Peacock. Rey- 
nell, the printer of A Six Weeks’ Tour, pressed for payment, 
and when Shelley sought to pay him out of a supposed bal- 
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ance in Ollier’s hands he found that his balance was too 
trifling to apply. Before July Samuel Hamilton of Weybridge 
was clamouring for his money for printing Alastor in 1816. Sir 
Timothy heard of these debts and informed Whitton with a 
certain grim satisfaction: “It is not likely he will soon visit 
England with so many unwelcome guests to ask how he does 
by a gentle tap.” 

Though Shelley was now living economically and well within 
his income, it was impossible to meet any of these debts at the 
moment. He sent the Bath money-lenders a plain statement of 
the case that evidently pacified them, asked Leigh Hunt to ar- 
range another postponement of payment for the piano, directed 
the publishers of Alastor to pay Samuel Hamilton out of a bal- 
ance probably more trifling than Ollier’s, and promised Mad- 
ocks full payment in the future, with interest, offering “any 
security.” The creditors, either generous or hopeless, seem to 
have stayed their hands for a while on these slender reassur- 
ances. 

To financial worries were added increasing domestic discord 
between Mary and Claire. Mary’s frequent low spirits sorted 
ill with Claire’s vivacity and her critical attitude toward Mary’s 
treatment of Shelley. Quite likely there were frequent little 
domestic clashes that both ladies were careful to omit from their 
journals. But, with all their reticence, two or three brief lapses 
tell a clear story. One recalls Claire’s remark of February 9: 
“ A bad wife is like Winter in a house.” On June 8 Mary wrote: 
“ A better day than most days, and good reason for it, though 
Shelley is not well. Clare away at Pugnano.” On July 4 Claire’s 
joiuiral began: 

Heigho the Clare and the Ma 

Find something to fight about every day. 

At one time, only a few days after the removal to Leghorn, it 
would appear that Claire was on the verge of leaving, but 
whether as a result of domestic friction or in fulfilment of her 
wish to visit Allegra at Ravenna is uncertain. Her journal for 
June 17 states: “ .^1 this Week employed in packing and arrang- 
ing,” and Mary’s journal for the same date, showing no signs of 
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packing on Tier part, remarks only: “ We are unhappy and dis- 
contented.” 

Both Mary and Claire were in somewhat worse health than 
usual, and Claire’s nerves were not improved by the fact that 
there were fresh difficulties with Byron over Allegra. Between 
January and June some ten letters were exchanged between 
Claire and Madame Hoppner, who was Claire’s none too ade- 
quate agent in matters concerning Allegra. Claire also wrote 
five or six letters to Byron. Since Allegra had visited her mother 
in 1818 Byron had given up miscellaneous profligacy and had 
settled down to his comparatively respectable liaison with the 
Countess Guiccioli. He had grown fonder and prouder of 
Allegra and had rejected the offer of an English lady to adopt 
her. Claire was uneasy and wished for another visit from Al- 
legra. Byron’s refusal, delivered through the Hoppners, was 
most decisive. He totally disapproved of the treatment of chil- 
dren in Shelley’s family. “ Have they reared one? ” he harshly 
demanded. Certainly he would not allow Allegra to join them 
and “ perish of Starvation, and green fruit, or be taught to be- 
lieve that there is no Deity.” He conceded only that Claire 
might see Allegra when there was “ convenience of vicinity and 
access,” and said that he was thinking of placing the child in 
a convent to be educated.*^ 

Upon receipt of this “ strange jumble ” from Mrs. Hoppner 
Claire spent a day in cogitation and then sent Byron a most 
emphatic protest against his plan. Sick and miserable as she 
was, she would forgo seeing Allegra, was “ willing to undergo 
any affliction rather than her whole life should be spoilt by a 
convent education.” What she felt about Byron as she wrote 
may be judged from her journal entry ( May 1 ) : “ Write to my 
damned Brute,” which she scratched through with belated pru- 
dence that might not have been exercised had she known that 
Byron was soon to characterize her to Hoppner as “ a damned 
Bitch.” Byron’s answer to this letter is unknown, except inas- 
much as it can be inferred from Claire’s journal for May 19 — 
“Brutal letter from Albe” — and from Shelley’s reply to it. 
Drawn again into his trying r61e of mediator, Shelley wrote 
Byron the following letter: 
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Pisa, 

May 26th, 1820 

My Dear Lord Byron, — On a return from an excursion among the 
mountains, I find your letter. Clare tells me that she has already 
answered what relates to the differences of opinion between you and 
her about Allegra; so I am spared the pain of being an interlocutor 
in a matter over which, I believe, I have no influence either as it 
regards her, or you. I wish you had not expressed yourself so harshly 
in your letter about Clare — because of necessity she was obliged 
to read it; and I am persuaded that you are mistaken in thinking she 
has any desire of thwarting your plans about Allegra — even the re- 
quests that annoy you spring from an amiable and affectionate dis- 
position. She has consented to give up this journey to Ravenna — 
which would indeed have been a material inconvenience, and annoy- 
ance to me, as well as you — but which, for such a purpose, I hardly 
felt that I could refuse. When we meet, I can explain to you some 
circumstances of misrepresentation respecting Allegra which, I think, 
will lead you to find an excuse for Clare’s anxiety. What letters she 
writes to you I know not; perhaps they are very provoking; but at 
all events it is better to forgive the weak. I do not say — I do not 
think — that your resolutions are unwise; only express them mildly 
— and pray don’t quote me, 

I have read your Don Juan ” in print, and I observe that the 
murrain has killed some of the flock, i.e., that your bookseller has 
omitted certain passages. The personal ones, however, though I 
thought them wonderfully strong, I do not regret. What a strange 
and terrible storm is that at sea, and the two fathers, how true, yet 
how strong a contrasti Dante hardly exceeds it. With what flashes 
of divine beauty have you not illuminated the familiarity of your 
subject towards the end! The love letter, and the account of its being 
written, is altogether a masterpiece of portraiture; of human nature 
laid wdth the eternal colours of the feelings of humanity. Where did 
you learn all these secrets? I should like to go to school there. I 
cannot say I equally approve of the service to which this letter was 
appropriated; or that I altogether think the bitter mockery of our 
common nature, of which this is one of the expressions, quite worthy 
of your genius. The power and the beauty and the wit, indeed, re- 
deem all this — chiefly because they belie and refute it. Perhaps it 
is foolish to wish that there had been nothing to redeem. My tragedy 
you will find less horrible than you had reason to expect. At all events 
it is matter-of-fact. If I had known you would have liked to have 
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seen it, I could have sent you a copy, for I printed it in Italy, and 
sent it to England for publication. Did you see a little poem called 
‘‘ Rosalind and Helen ” of mine? It was a mere extempore thing, 
and worth little, I believe. If you wish to see it, I can send it you. 

I hope you know what my feelings, and those of Mary have ever 
been, about Allegra. Indeed, we are not yet cured of our aflFection 
for her; and whatever plans you and Clare agree upon, about her 
future life, remember tihat we, as friends to all parties, would be 
most happy to be instrumental to her welfare. I smiled at your pro- 
test about what you consider my creed. On the contrary, I think a 
regard to chastity is quite necessary, as things are, to a young female 
— that is, to her happiness — and at any time a good habit. As to 
Christianity — there I am vulnerable; though I should be as little 
inclined to teach a child disbelief, as belief, as a formal creed. You 
are misinformed, too, as to our system of physical education; but I 
can guess the source of this mistake. I say all this, not to induce you 
to depart from your plan ( nor would Clare consent to Allegra’s re- 
siding with us for any length of time), but only to acquaint you with 
our feelings on the subject — which are, and must ever be, friendly 
to you, and yours. 

It would give me the greatest pleasure to come into your part of 
the world and see you in any other character than as the mediator, 
or rather the interpreter, of a dispute. At all events we shall meet 
some day in London, I hope auspicio meliore. Mary desires not to 
be forgotten, and I remain, 

Dear Lord Byron, 

Yours very sincerely, 

P. B. Shelley 

It is no wonder that on the same day on which this letter was 
written Shelley saw more clearly than before the connection be- 
tween his health and his ’state of mind. Mentioning to the Gis- 
bornes his course of baths at tlie Baths of Pisa as somewhat 
soothing, he added: I ought to have peace of mind, leisinre, 
tranquillity; this I expect soon."" 


Dally life during the first six months at Pisa was regular and 
uneventful. Mary's time was divided between her baby ( who 
had a light attack of measles in March), her reading, and her 
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friends the Masons. Her journal records reading about thirty 
books — novels, memoirs, politics, and Latin. One suspects that 
the reading may have been partly mechanical. On one day. 
April 23, she wrote: “Read — I am sure I forget what.” On 
April 1 she finished reading Machiavelli’s Life of Castruccio, 
on which her own novel of Valperga is based, and in the latter 
part of the month she began writing her novel and wrote almost 
daily throughout May. At various times from March to June 
she also helped Shelley in his translation of Spinoza. The idea 
that Mary and Shelley had in February of studying mathematics 
together was apparently abandoned. 

Claire had her music, and after March 16, dancing-lessons 
also. She went about more than Mary, particularly with the 
Mason children, Laurette and Nerina, and kept up a corre- 
spondence with friends in Florence. She, too, was engaged in 
literary work, translating a French book and composing a work 
now lost, which she called “ Letters from Italy.” Her reading 
was if anything more extensive than Mary’s, running to drama, 
dramatic history, and politics. 

Shelley read (but apparently not so much as either Claire 
or Mary), wrote about half a dozen short poems and a number 
of letters, spent a good deal of time with the Masons, and from 
March 17 to April 8 devoted a part of most of his days to trans- 
lating Spinoza with Mary. Almost half the books that Mary 
mentions as read by Shelley during the first six months at Pisa 
were read aloud to Mary in the evening, probably after Claire 
had retired to her own room. Those read aloud were Isaiah, 
Jeremiah, Henry IV, “ Catiline’s Plot,” Ezekiel, one and a half 
books of Vergil, Wisdom of Solomon, Beaumont and Fletcher’s 
Bonduca and Thierry and Theodoret, and Paradise Regained. 
To himself he read “ Las Casas on the Indies,” “ ^schylus,” 
“ Athenaeus,” “ Plato,” Soli’s History of Mexico, “ Hobbes,” Po- 
litical Justice, Voltaire’s Memoirs and Condorcet’s Life of Vol- 
taire, the Phaedrus and Phsedo of Plato, and Theocritus — sev- 
eral of which were also read by Mary and Claire, 

This is for Shelley a slight record of reading, or of all ac- 
tivities combined, for six months. A part of his comparative 
inaction Shelley explained to Hunt “ as due to the lack of a 
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study previous to changing lodgings on March 14. The ill effect 
of the winter upon Shelley’s vitality lasted longer and probably 
accounts for more. Possibly a still greater reason, on which both 
Mary and Claire were silent and on which Shelley affords a 
clue only in his letters to the Gisbomes, was the lack of “ peace 
of mind ” and “ tranquillity.” 

Among the four poems known to have been written by Shel- 
ley in the first half of 1820 all but the “ Ode to Liberty ” are 
identical with or similar to the poems discussed in Chapter xx, 
some or all of which Shelley at one time intended publishing 
together with “ Julian and Maddalo ” as “ all my saddest poems 
raked up into one heap.” “The Sensitive Plant,” written in 
March, has already been mentioned in this connection. “A 
Vision of the Sea,” written in April, is a strange, detailed picture 
of a shipwreck in which a mother and her child are finally left 
alone on a sinking ship whose cargo of tigers has been loosed 
by the storm. This may or may not reflect Shelley’s view of 
Mary’s withdrawal into herself. The 124-line fragment “ Or- 
pheus” presents the search for a lost Eurydice with almost 
autobiographical poignance: 


. . . so Orpheus, seized and torn 
By the sharp fangs of an insatiate grief. 

Maenad-like waved his lyre in the bright air. 

And wildly shrieked “ Where she is, it is dark! ” 

Even the beautiful, apparently playful little poem called “ An 
Exhortation,” dated 1819 when published by Mrs. Shelley, but 
“Pisa, April 1820” in Shelley’s hand in the Harvard manu- 
script, contains the significant lines. 

Where light is, camelions change! 

Where love is not, poets do: 

Fame is love disguised: if few 
Find either, never think it strange 
That poets range. 

Mary Shelley printed three other poems as written in 1820, all 
of which touch upon the same theme — “ The Question,” “ The 
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Two Spirits — An Allegory,” and “ Time Long Past.” She dated 
none of these three poems more specifically than 1820. We 
have seen in Chapter xxiii that “ Time Long Past ” was written 
at least as early as December 1819. Since Mary Shelley also 
post-dated two other poems presented to Sophia Stacey in De- 
cember 1819 (“ Love’s Philosophy ” and Good-Night ”) one is 
justified in not accepting her dates too confidently. 

In the absence of more objective data these poems, hitherto 
ignored as having a bearing upon Shelley’s domestic life, may 
easily be overemphasized. The surrounding circumstances in- 
dicate that they do reflect moments of dejection and unhap- 
piness connected with the earlier crisis. But they do not indicate 
a fresh crisis so much as a considerably milder aftermath of the 
first one. More of them than we know may actually have been 
written earlier and misdated by Mary when later pubhshed. 


Though Mary was not what she had been before Clara’s death, 
she was still more than anyone else; and though Shelley had 
his moments of bitter disillusion, he also had hopes. He wore 
a ring with the motto “II buon tempo vend ” (The good time 
will come) as a kind of symbol of his belief that “ There is a 
tide both in pubhc and private affairs, which awaits both men 
and nations.” 

In one brief comment to Hunt at this time Shelley condensed 
much of the disillusion and continued faith that had gone into 
his poetry of the preceding year: 

The system of society as it exists at present must be overthrown 
from the foundations with all its superstructure of maxims and of 
forms before we shall find anything but disappointment in our inter- 
course with any but a few select spirits. This remedy does not seem 
to be one of the easiest. But the generous few are not the less held 
to tend with all their efforts towards it. If faith is a virtue in any case 
it is so in politics rather than religion; as having a power of producing 
a belief in that which is at once a prophecy and a cause.^^ 

A strong inspiration to Shelley at this time, and also to Mary 
and Claire, was the growth of the spirit of freedom in Spain. 
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They received Galignani s Paris weekly Messenger and scanned 
it eagerly for news of revolutionary progress. On March 16 
Claires journal recorded two insurgent victories, and on 
March 26 Mary wrote to inform Mrs. Gisborne of the triumph 
of freedom in Spain: “ The beloved Ferdinand has proclaimed 
the Constitution of 1812, and called the Cortes. The Inquisition 
is abolished, the dungeons opened and the patriots pouring out. 
This is good. I should like to be in Madrid now.”^* Shelley 
even thought of a voyage to Spain on account of his health and 
also “ on account of the glorious events of which it is at this 
moment the theatre.” 

These “ glorious events ” stirred Shelley to produce his lofty 
“ Ode to Liberty.” 

A glorious people vibrated again 
The lightning of the Nations — 

bringing to the poet a vision. He saw all the rude, blind sav- 
agery of the world before the spirit of freedom was bom, the 
splendid birth of Liberty in Greece and its rebirth later in Rome, 
the thousand years of darkness during which it seemed dead, 
and its mysterious resurrection in Saxon England and mediaeval 
Italy, to shine with greater glory in such later spirits as Luther 
and Milton. Then he saw another reign of oppression; it was 
confusedly broken by the French Revolution, which in turn 
came to be dominated by Napoleon, a mightier tyrant still, the 
“ Anarch ” of Freedom’s “ own bewildered powers.’” At nearly 
the same time Shelley was making a similar survey of the prog- 
ress of freedom in his Philosophical View of Reform, and he was 
to do it later in his “ Defence of Poetry,” this time emphasizing 
more fully the relationship between Art and Freedom implicit- 
in the fourth and fifth stanzas of the “ Ode to Liberty.” From 
the history of freedom Shelley turns in his ode to its present 
prospects, as he was also doing at greater length in his Philo- 
sophical View of Reform. He seeks to awake the spirit of Lib- 
erty which he says yet lives in “ king-deluded ” Germany; and in 
words that must sotmd strangely modem to critics of a more re- 
cent English government he caUs upon England to take inspira- 
tion from Spain: 
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England yet sleeps: was she not called of old? 

Spain calls her now, . . . 

K In this poem we have yet another evidence of the intense 
4mity of Shelley’s artistic purpose in 1819 and 1820. In spite 
M personal distractions that in 1818 had caused him to consider 
suicide and to write of himself as a madman, he held with utter 
concentration to his piupose announced in “ Julian and Mad- 
dalo ” of continuing his fight against Tyranny. The “ Ode to ! 
Liberty ” overleaps Shelley’s philosophic and aesthetic growth | 
of eight years and shows that in his war against oppression Shel- i 
ley was very little changed from the inexperienced youth who 
had written Queen Mob and the letters to Elizabeth Kitchener. . 
The fifteenth and sixteenth stanzas, but for their greater perfec- 
tion, might easily be mistaken for passages from Queen Mab. 
The fifteenth stanza begins: 

Oh, that the free would stamp the impious name 
Of King into the dusti or write it there. 

So that this blot upon the page of fame 
Were as a serpent’s path, which the light air 
Erases, and the flat sands close behind! . . . 

and the sixteenth: 

O, that the wise from their bright minds would kindle 
Such lamps within the dome of this dim world, 

^ That the pale name of Priest might shrink and dwindle 
Into the hell from which it first was hurled. . . . 

But Shelley’s old disharmony between free will and Necessity 
had vanished when Intellectual Beauty supplanted Necessity in 
his mind, and now ( stanza xvii ) , as in Prometheus Unbound and 
earlier in “ Julian and Maddalo,” Shelley insisted that oppres- 
sions were founded upon the consent of man’s “ own high will.” 

To do his own share toward awakening the England that yet 
slept, Shelley asked Hunt if he could suggest any bookseller 
who would publish his Philosophical View of Reform — “ boldly 
but temperately written — and I think readable” — and also 
" a little volume of popular songs wholly pohtical, and destined 
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to awaken and direct the imagination of reformers.”^* It is 
only in connection with the intense strength and unity of Shel- 
ley’s poetry and prose of 1819 and 1820 that his nearest perfect 
poem, “ Ode to the West Wind,” can be fully appreciated. 
Written in the autumn of 1819 and published with Prometheus 
Unbound, its description of himself as a frail form scarcely able 
to sustain the weight of the “ superincumbent hour ” loses much 
of its appearance of sentimental self-pity when seen as a deep 
realization of the disparity between the tremendous things that 
must somehow be done and the inadequacy of one mind and 
body to such a task. The poem is in fact a reaffirmation of faith 
in spite of discouragement, and a sustained prayer for power 
and opportunity to carry out the purposes that he had resolved 
upon in childhood: 

Drive my dead thoughts over the universe 

Like withered leaves to quicken a new birth! 

And, by the incantation of this verse, 

Scatter, as from an unextinguished hearth 

Ashes and sparks, my words among mankind! 

Be through my lips to unawakened earth 

The trumpet of a prophecy! O, Wind, 

. If Winter comes, can Spring be far behind? 

Like Prometheus Unbound, this poem finds in the revolution 
of the seasons a semi-mystical assurance of social regeneration. 
Like Prometheus Unbound again, it was no sudden outburst, 
but a thoroughly natural and logical culmination of thoughts 
that had long been germinating. In March 1812 (as I have 
previously quoted him in Chapter viii) he had rebuked the 
pessimism of the Malthusians with the same argument. And 
in 1817, in two consecutive stanzas in The Revolt of Islam 
(IX, 21, 22), he had fully anticipated both the regenerative 
significance of autumn and spring in the “ Ode to the West 
Wind ” and the apostrophe to Spring which begins Act II of 
Prometheus Unbound. 

During the first six months of 1820 Shelley devoted a little 
attention to the practical aspects of scattering his words among 
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mankind. Besides seeking information about a publisher for 
his Philosophical View of Reform and his “ popular songs,” he 
gently chided Hunt for having completely ignored receipt of 
“ Peter Bell the Third ” and the letter on Carlile.^’ He sent new 
poems to be published with Prometheus Unbound and arranged 
for Mr. Gisborne, who had heard it read, to read the proof after 
his arrival in London.®® It was his favourite poem, he said, and 
required fine ink, good paper, and especial care in printing, even 
though he realized it would not sell. He was indifiFerent about 
the publication of “ Peter Bell ” and “ Julian and Maddalo,” pro- 
vided they were not published over his name. In a comparative 
sense Shelley was also indifiFerent to The Cenci, as not close 
enough to his most vital interests in writing, but he was pleased 
with its sales and even with a false report that a pirated edition 
had appeared in Paris. He urged a new edition at once. When 
adverse criticisms of the play reached him he protested, in spite 
of his indifiFerence. To Ollier he asserted that it was not unfitted 
for the stage, and to Leigh Hunt that its scenes were as delicate 
and free from ofiFence as those of Sophocles, Massinger, Vol- 
taire, and Alfieri. 

Shelley was still somewhat dissatisfied with Ollier as a pub- 
lisher. Though Ollier was generous as to royalties, allowing 
twenty per cent when Shelley would have accepted ten, he 
was dilatory and unenterprising. “ I am afraid his demerits are 
very heavy,” Shelley told Hunt, but at the same time he realized 
that he was practically in Ollier’s power, since probably no 
other publisher would take over his books. There was really 
nothing to do, he concluded, except to “ make the best of a bad 
business.” ®® 


Prometheus Unbound was still in the press, but The Cenci ap- 
peared about the middle of March and received immediately 
far more critical attention than any previous work of Shelley’s. 
Ten reviews appeared between March 19 and July 26, 1820.®® 
It did Shelley no good with the conservatives that the play was 
dedicated to Leigh Hunt and that the first notice it received 
was a brief note in the Examiner calling it “ undoubtedly the 
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greatest dramatic production of the day” and promising a 
fuller review later. The promised review appeared in the In- 
dicator, July 19 and 26. It was a full and sympathetic tribute. 
The Theatrical Inquisitor for April also admired the play 
greatly, without reservation. “ If purity of praise,” it concluded, 

can atone to Mr. Shelley for the rough terms in which it is delivered, 
we beg him to believe us sincere, though unpolished, in its applica- 
tion. As a first dramatic effort “ The Cenci ” is unparalleled for the 
beauty of every attribute with which drama can be endowed . . . 

At the other extreme stood the Literary Gazette, a powerful 
weekly with a keen eye for impiety and immorality, both of 
which it professed to find in The Cenci. It began: “ Of all the 
abominations which intellectual perversion, and poetical athe- 
ism, have produced in our times, this tragedy appears to us to 
be the most abominable.” And without having once wandered 
from this theme it reached its conclusion: “We now most gladly 
take leave of this work; and sincerely hope, that should we 
continue our literary pursuits for fifty years, we shall never need 
again to look into one so stamped with pollution, impiousness, 
and infamy.” Thus the Literary Gazette embarked upon an 
unintermittent, single-minded, pious, and unscrupulous effort 
to exterminate the Amalekite that lasted until after Shelley’s 
death. The Monthly Magazine granted Shelley’s “ originaj and 
extensive genius ” but felt mainly “ sentiments of horror and 
disgust ” for the play on account of its subject. The London 
Magazine and Monthly Critical and Dramatic Review, the 
New Monthly Magazine, the Edinburgh Monthly Review, and 
the London Magazine were all horrified by the shocking story 
and by Shelley’s “ moral perversity.” Yet all of them acknowl- 
edged the very great genius of the author. “ The doctrines they 
inculcate,” said the London Magazine and Monthly Critical and 
Dramatic Review, referring to Shelley’s previous poems, “ are 
of the most evil tendency, the characters they depict are of the 
most horrible description; but in the midst of these disgraceful 
passages, there are beauties of such exquisite, such redeeming 
qualities, that we adore while we pity — we admire while 
we execrate. . . The New Monthly felt that “ every honest 
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heart ” must feel wonder and disgust at the strange perversity 
of Shelley s theme, yet it freely admitted that there was “ great 
power in many parts of this shocking tragedy ” and singled out 
Shelley’s own favourite passage, Cenci’s curse, as a touch of 
“ singularly profound and sublime ” insight. The London Mag- 
azine, while fully castigating the play’s “radical foulness of 
moral composition,” treated it as the “ production of a man of 
great genius, and of a most unhappy moral constitution.” At 
some length it anticipated Hazlitt’s later suggestion that per- 
sonal vanity, aggravated perhaps by a tinge of disease, formed 
the basis of the author’s faults. 

The Edinburg Monthly Review, also mixing moral abhor- 
rence with aesthetic appreciation, concluded by letting an im- 
portant cat out of the bag: “ Not a few of our contemporaries 
. . . seem to us to labour imder a foolish timidity, which pre- 
vents them doing justice to the genius, at the same time that they 
inflict due chastisement on the errors of this remarkable yoimg 
man. . . . His genius is rich to overflowing in all the nobler 
requisites for tragic excellence, and were he to choose and 
manage his themes with some decent measure of regard for the 
just opinions of the world, we have no doubt he might easily 
and triumphantly overtop all that has been written during the 
last century for the English stage.” This exposure of an element 
of hypocrisy in the criticism of Shelley, and even the implied 
bribe, is suggestively similar to the attitude already taken by 
Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine. 

An author less predisposed to consider himself the prey of 
hostile reviewers might have found more encouragement in the 
criticism of The Cenci than Shelley perceived. But Shelley was 
far more concerned with propagating the ideas which the re- 
viewers generally assailed than in securing recognition of the 
“ genius ” which they generally admitted and praised. Yet when 
Ollier sent him some or all of these reviews a few months later, 
his comment did not entirely ignore their more favomable ele- 
mentsv/ 

The reviews of my “ Cenci ” (though some of them, and especially 
that marked “ John Scott,” are written with great malignity) on the 
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whole give me as much encouragement as a person of my habits of 
thinking is capable of receiving from such a source, which is, inas- 
much as they coincide with, and confirm, my own decisions. My next 
attempt ( if I should write more ) will be a drama, in the composition 
of which I shall attend to the advice of my critics, to a certain degree, 
but I doubt whether I shall write more. I could be content either 
with the Hell or the Paradise of poetry; but the torments of its purga- 
tory vex me, without exciting my power suflBciently to put an end 
to the vexation.^^ 

It may have some bearing upon the real impression made 
upon Shelley by the reviews of The Cenci that he chose the 
time of their appearance to write a letter to Robert Southey 
that should ordinarily have been written much earlier; 

Pisa, 

June 26, 1820 

Dear Sir, 

Some friends of mine persist in aflBrming that you are the author 
of a criticism which appeared some time since in the Quarterly Re- 
view on the Revolt of Islam.” 

I know nothing that would give me more sincere pleasure than to 
be able to aflSrm from your own assurance that you were not guilty 
of that writing. I confess I see such strong internal evidence against 
the charge, without reference to what I think I know of the generous 
sensibility of your character, that had my own conviction only been 
concerned, I should never have troubled you to deny what I firmly 
believe you would have spurned to do. 

Our short personal intercourse has always been remembered by 
me with pleasure, and ( when I recalled the enthusiasm with which 
I then considered your writings,) with gratitude for your notice. We 
parted, I think, with feelings of mutual kindness. The article in ques- 
tion, except in reference to the possibility of its having been written 
by you, is not worth a moment's attention. 

That an unprincipled hireling, in default of what to answer in ^ 
published composition, should, without provocation, insult the do- 
mestic calamities of a writer of the adverse party — to which perhaps 
their victim dares scarcely advert in thought — that he should make 
those calamities the theme of the foulest and the falsest slander — 
that all this should be done by a calumniator without a name — with 
the cowardice, no less than the malignity, of an assassin — is too 
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common a piece of charity among Christians (Christ would have 
taught them better), too common a violation of what is due from 
man to man among the pretended friends of social order, to have 
drawn one remark from me, but that I would have you observe the 
arts practised by that party for which you have abandoned the cause 
to which your early writings were devoted. I had intended to have 
called on you, for the purpose of saying what I now write, on my 
return to England; but the wretched state of my health detains me 
here, and I fear leaves my enemy, were he such as I could deign to 
contend with, an easy, but a base victory, for I do not profess paper 
warfare. But there is a time for all things. 

I regret to say that I shall consider your neglecting to answer this 
letter a substantiation of the fact which it is intended to settle — and 
therefore I shall assuredly hear from you. 

Dear Sir, accept the best wishes of 
Yours truly, 

P. B. Shelley 

Thus began an interchange of criticisms and reproofs be- 
tween two former friends that lasted until September and al- 
tered the opinions of neither. Southey denied authorship of the 
Quarterly Review article, but seized upon the occasion to make 
a vigorous and apparently well-meant criticism of Shelley’s 
opinions and conduct. Like the reviewers, he accused Shelley 
of debasing real genius by devoting it to monstrous and per- 
nicious ends, and he pointed to Shelley’s own experience as 
proof that such doctrines and conduct lead to unhappiness — 
Christian principles might have saved him and might still save 
him. These admonitions, he warmly protested, were dictated 
neither by personal animosity nor by party spirit, but by a 
genuine, sympathetic interest surviving from the old friendship 
at Keswick. 

Shelley replied that he could never think well of Christianity 
as long as its effects seemed to be to transform men of amiable 
manners and high accomplishments into men of the most un- 
Christlike violence and harshness. Southey himself had been 
so betrayed into a presumptuously cruel condemnation of his 
private life. “ You select a single passage out of a life otherwise 
not only spotless, but spent in an impassioned pursuit of virtue, 
which looks like a blot, merely because I regulated my domestic 
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arrangements without deferring to the notions of the vulgar, 
although I might have done so quite as conveniently had I 
descended to their base thoughts — this you call guUt." Most 
solemnly Shelley protested that this accusation was false, that 
he had been in no way responsible for Harriet’s ruin, and that 
he could, if he wished, tell a tale that would open Southey’s 
eyes. As for the calamities that Southey believed to be the fruit 
of his opinions, “ The immediate fruits of all new opinions are 
indeed calamity to the promulgators and professors; but we are 
the end of nothing, and it is in acting well, in contempt of 
present advantage, that virtue consists.” Some day, he con- 
cluded, he hoped for a conversation with Southey in London, 
but meanwhile their differences were too great to make further 
correspondence useful. 

Nevertheless Southey returned stoutly to the attack, insisting 
that Shelley was morally responsible for Harriet’s ruin, and 
pointing to orthodox Christianity as the only proper guide.®* 
To this Shelley did not reply. Two letters of Southey’s written 
much later show that his view of Shelley’s character hardened 
with the years. “ With all his genius (and I think most highly 
of it),” he wrote to Sir Henry Taylor on February 28, 1830, 
“ he was a base, bad man.” The next day he amplified his phrase 
thus: “ I meant that he was a liar and a cheat: that he was a 
coward was less [word illegible] unfortunate [word illegible] 
not his fault — but he paid no regard to truth nor to any kind 
of moral obligation. It was mortifying to discover this, for I 
never saw a youth of whom I could have hoped better things.” ®® 


The Gisbornes were now in London, where they had arrived 
on June 4. On their overland journey they had met a Swiss 
banker named Heinsh who claimed to have been Shelley’s 
banker in Geneva and who informed them that Shelley was 
both an evil and an ignorant man. In London they soon gath- 
ered other personal impressions. At first Godwin was compara- 
tively reticent about Shelley. He conceded that Shelley had 
genius and some benevolence, but accused him of immorality, 
instability, and irresponsible enthusiasm, failure to fulfil a 
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solemn promise on which Godwin had depended, and of “a 
particular enmity against truth, so that he utters falsehoods 
and makes exaggerations even when no end is to be answered 
by them.” As he saw more of Mrs. Gisborne he seldom missed 
an opportunity of showing his dislike for Shelley. Finally, just 
before the departure of the Gisbornes in early September, God- 
win called and gave them a detailed history, which he had also 
written out for their benefit, of his financial dealings with Shel- 
ley from the beginning. He maintained that Shelley had con- 
stantly misled him with false hopes and “ would certainly be 
the death of him.” 

Coleridge, Mrs. Gisborne found, knew Shelley only from 
Southey s accounts and admired his genius while condemning 
his conduct and principles. Mr. Fenwick had formed a similar 
opinion at second hand ( Mrs. Gisborne thought from Lamb ) , 
but was “ staggered in his opinion when we told him how much 
we admired S . . . and that there was not a person in the 
world that we preferred to him.” 

The Gisbornes found Mrs. Godwin far more bitter toward 
Mary than Godwin was toward Shelley. She considered Mary 
her greatest enemy in the world and held Mary responsible for 
the defection of Claire, on whom she had built high hopes for 
the future. Though she had no personal feelings against Mrs. 
Gisborne, she explained through Godwin and Mr. Fenwick that 
she found it impossible ever to talk with one who was so much 
a friend to Mary. 

With the Hunts, however, the Gisbornes found Shelleyan 
conversation most congenial. “ We talked much in praise of the 
S — s . . . we laughed at S’s little occasional aristocratical sal- 
lies, but we agreed that in general it is the aristocracy of superior 
with regard to inferior intellect.” Hunt told them that he had 
ready for dehvery a blast against Gifford (his Ultra-Crepida- 
rius? ) that would silence the Qixarterlys attacks upon Shelley, 
and that he had only withheld it so far on account of Gifford s 
serious illness. Hunt’s opinion of Shelley expressed at this time 
is startlingly in advance of the criticism of his day. It suggests 
some imderstanding of Shelley’s effort to expand the means of 
appealing to the imagination (as in Prometheus Unbound, then 
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just published). Mrs. Gisborne reported that he considered 
Shelley 

as the discoverer of a pure original exposing of human knowledge, 
from whence other men, having perceived its existence, will dig 
channels in which rivers of knowledge will flow, in all directions, less 
pure than at their source, but more adapted to the gross senses and 
comprehension of the multitude.®® 


In Italy, meanwhile, fresh troubles were accumulating for the 
Shelleys. On June 12 Mary wrote in her journal: “ Paolo. Dine 
and spend the evening at Casa Silva; sleep there and on the 
next day: “ Read ‘ Fleetwood.’ Shelley goes to Leghorn, and 
returns.” Claire’s journal notes Shelley’s visit to Leghorn, but 
does not mention Paolo. Shelley had just returned from Ca- 
sciano on June 11, where presumably he was making final ar- 
rangements for a house there during the summer months. The 
one word “ Paolo ” in Mary’s journal, however, is the key to a 
complete revision of the Shelleys’ plans for the next few months. 
On June 14 Mary wrote in her journal: “ Read ‘ Fleetwood.’ 
Pack. Read ‘ Vicar of Wakefield.’ ” And on June 15: “ Pack. 
Go to Leghorn.” 

These bare details are made fairly intelligible by turning to 
passages in two letters written by the Shelleys to the Gisbomes, 
who already knew about Paolo and the earlier events in Naples 
of which he was now taking advantage. On June 18 Mary*vrote 
to Mrs. Gisborne from Casa Ricci, the Gisbomes’ home on the 
outskirts of Leghorn: 

Where am I? Guess. In a little room, before a deal table, looking 
out on a podere. . . . Nay, here we are; we have taken possession. 
What do you say? The truth is, my dear Friend, a variety of cir- 
cumstances have occurred, not of the most pleasant nature, since you 
left us, and we have been obliged to reform our plans. We could 
not go to the Baths of Lucca, and finding it necessary to consult an 
attorney, we thought of Del Rosso, and came here. Are you pleased 
or vexed? Our old friend Paolo was partly the cause of this, by en- 
tering into an infamous conspiracy against us. There were other cir- 
cumstances that I shall not explain till we meet. That same Paolo is 
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a most superlative rascal. I hope we have done with him, but I know 
not, since as yet we are obliged to guess as to his accomplices.*® 

Except for a distressed passage about Godwin’s financial 
difficulties and the remark that Shelley’s recent troubles had “ of 
course ” induced a bilious attack, the rest of Mary’s long letter 
consists of humorous chatter about the Gisbornes and their 
Livomese neighbours and servants. In later letters to the Gis- 
bomes that are extant Mary made no further references to 
Paolo, nor did she ever refer to the illness of Elena Shelley in 
Naples, which was an additional distress to Shelley at the time. 

Shelley’s comment on Paolo’s attempted blackmail adds little 
to Mary’s account and is mentioned almost as a footnote to more 
distressing news from Naples. On June 30 he wrote to the 
Gisbornes: 

My poor Neapolitan, I hear has a fever of dentition. I suppose 
she wiU die and leave another memory to these which already torture 
me. I am waiting the next post with anxiety but without much hope. 
What remains to me? Domestic peace and fame? You will laugh 
when you hear me talk of the latter; indeed it is only a shadow. The 
seeking of a sympathy with the unborn and the unknown is a feeble 
mood of allaying the love within us; and even that is beyond the 
grasp of so weak an aspirant as I. Domestic peace I might have — 
I may have — if I see you I shall have — but have not, for Mary suffers 
dreadfully about the state of Godwin’s cireumstances. I am very 
nervous, but better in general health. We have had a most infernal 
business with Paolo whom, however, we have succeeded in crushing. 
I write from Henry’s study, and I send you some verses I wrote the 
first day I came, which wiU show you that I struggle with despond- 
ency.®’^ 

A postscript to this letter, dated July 2, 1820, adds: “ I have 
later news of my Neapolitan. I have taken every possible pre- 
caution for her, and hope that they will succeed. She is to come 
to us as soon as she recovers.” But Elena did not recover. She 
had died, according to the official records of Naples, on June 9, 
at three o’clock in the morning.** Her death, like her life, is en- 
tirely ignored in the joiumals of Mary and Claire. From Shelley 
it drew a bitter comment in an undated letter written early in 
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July: “ My Neapolitan charge is dead. It seems as if the de- 
struction that is consuming me were an atmosphere which wrapt 
and infected everything connected with me.”®® After these 
words no member of the Shelley or Gisborne families ever 
wrote or spoke a single word about Elena Adelaide Shelley 
that has survived. When Mary Shelley passionately denied 
Elise Foggis story of Elena’s birth she confined her denial to 
Elise’s version of the story and continued to ignore Elena 
Adelaide. 

Shelley’s last words about his “ Neapolitan ” are immediately 
followed by his conclusion of the episode with Paolo: 

The rascal Paolo has been taking advantage of my situation at 
Naples in December 1818 to attempt to extort money by threatening 
to charge me with the most horrible crimes. He is connected with 
some English here who hate me with a fervor that almost does credit 
to their phlegmatic brains, and listen and vent the most prodigious 
falsehoods. An ounce of civet good apothecary to sweeten this dung- 
hill of a world. 

Neither Mary nor Shelley mentioned the precise nature of 
Paolo’s “ prodigious falsehoods ” about “ horrible crimes.” Any- 
one who already knew about Elena could hardly fail to under- 
stand what they were, and any other reader of the letters would 
hardly see the connection between Paolo and Elena. Mrs. Gis- 
borne’s journal for August 28, 1820 seems to show that she knew 
the true story, for she inferred from what the Shelleys had 
written that if Paolo made his charges public, Glaire’s reputa- 
tion would be damaged as well as Shelley’s. This supports the 
inference from Shelley’s letters that the Gisbomes loiew the 
story of Elena substantially as it has been reconstructed in 
Ghapter xx, and it shows that Paolo’s activities failed to shake 
their confidence in it.*® 


The same letters that record the death of Elena and the villainy 
of Paolo show that the Shelleys were in perhaps even greater 
distress over Godwin’s catastrophic finances. Godwin was beg- 
ging with a kind of tragic dignity to be relieved at once, or 
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else allowed to face his catastrophe without false hopes. “ Do 
not let me be led into a fool’s paradise. It is better to look my 
ruin full in the face at once than to be amused for ever with 
promises, at the same time that nothing is done.” The Gis- 
bomes had been anxiously charged to make a full and prompt 
report of Godwin’s real situation. Shelley now regarded God- 
win as “ the only sincere enemy ” he had in the world and yet 
felt more than ever compelled to admiration of his intellectual 
powers and even the moral resources of his character.^® His 
old dream of being the means of preserving the world’s greatest 
living apostle of truth had turned bitter when the means of 
preservation were no longer at hand and when the apostle him- 
self was a domestic enemy and a financial vulture whose im- 
placable demands even if granted seemed unlikely to promise 
a rescue. Yet Shelley, probably more on Mary’s account now 
than on Godwin’s, wished to do all he could. Mary’s- state of 
mind was almost frantic. Immediately following her account of 
Paolo (June 18) she complained of Mrs. Gisborne’s failure to 
send her journal as- promised, and added: 

Tell my Father I have not heard from him a long long time, and am 
dreadfully anxious. The path of our life is a very thorny one, as you 
well know, nor is my anxiety concerning him the least of my troubles. 
You will imagine how teazed we were when I tell you that the fright 
I had gave our poor Percy a violent diarrhoea; he is now well; but we 
were much alarmed, as the poor little thing suffered, but he had no 
fever, so he has lost none of his strength, and is now blither than 
ever — he is the merriest babe in the world.^® 

It was on June 30 that Mary’s journal recorded receipt of a 
“ letter from Papa ” that calamitously made up for his former 
epistolary lapses. Unless Godwin could raise £500 at once to 
effect a compromise with his creditors, he would be ruined. On 
June 30 also Mary wrote an agonized letter to the Gisbomes, 
beseeching them to advance £400 against Shelley’s, enclosed 
note, which, with a hundred pounds already paid by Horace 
Smith on Shelley’s account, might be Godwin’s salvation. Very 
likely without Mary’s knowledge Shelley also wrote to the Gis- 
bomes on the same day: 
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It is needless that I should explain to you the kind of letter which a 
real embarrassment makes Godwin write to Mary, or the degree in 
which this cause combines with a thousand greater and lesser ac- 
cessories to disquiet me. With respect to the [Mary’s] proposal it- 
self, I can only say that by accepting it you will confer on me an 
equal good, and impress me with no less of your kindness, than if 
the money were destined to the relief of some beloved friend, as it 
will now be applied to the need of my bitterest enemy 

Shelley felt bitterly humiliated to be compelled to ask help 
from the Gisbomes under such circumstances. He knew that 
their own finances were not flourishing; he even doubted that 
the money, if obtained, would confer any real benefit on God- 
win. His principal reason in writing separately from Mary, he 
explained, was to insist that no money should actually be paid 
over to Godwin until the papers of release were drawn up and 
signed. All he could do himself was to endeavour to keep his 
written engagement to pay Godwin fifty pounds a quarter. He 
suggested that the Gisbomes write to him under cover to Mrs. 
Mason, “ if you have any communications unfit for Mary’s 
agitated mind.” 

The Gisbomes were either unable or xmwilling to come to 
the rescue, and Godwin’s miserable situation remained un- 
changed. Whatever frantic or stoical letters he wrote to the 
Shelleys during the next two months have been lost, but they 
resulted on August 7 in a long letter from Shelley in which he 
gave full reasons for the very firm stand he was resolved thence- 
forth to maintain. 

In this letter Shelley reviewed his whole financial relationship 
with Godwin and stated at length why he both could not and 
should not yield to continued demands. His own finances, he 
asserted, had become more involved than even Mary knew. 
Any fresh drain upon his resources would involve him in per- 
sonal peril. He owed nearly £.2,000 to creditors, most of whom 
were importunate and some of whom were now threatening 
suit. Within a few years he had given Godwin between £4,000 
and £5,000 procured largely from money-lenders at an actual 
cost of nearly four times the amoimt realized. His credit witli 
money-lenders was practically gone and his fortune almost 
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wrecked. Godwin had been benefited by the sacrifice no more 
than if the money had been thrown into the sea. The only 
result, Shelley bitterly remarked, was the good will created by 
the sacrifice. He denied Godwin’s assertion that he had prom- 
ised £500 out of his present year’s income; he denied, with 
one exception, ever promising Godwin anything, save on con- 
dition of ability to pay.*® He promised still to do what he could, 
but he could not produce the £400 that Godwin demanded. 

Finally, Shelley insisted firmly that he would not allow Mary 
to be further tormented by letters that almost seemed to be 
written with that purpose: 

Mary is now giving suck to her infant, in whose life, after the fright- 
ful events of the last two years, her own seems wholly to be bound 
up. Your letters from their style and spirit ( such is your erroneous 
notion of taste) never fail to produce an appalling effect on her 
frame. On one occasion agitation of mind produced through her a 
disorder in the child, similar to that which destroyed our little girl 
two years ago. ... On that occasion Mary at my request au- 
thorised me to intercept such letters or information as I might 
judge likely to disturb her mind. That discretion I have exercised 
with the letter to which this is a reply. The correspondence, there- 
fore, rests between you and me, if you should consider any discussion 
of a similar nature with that in which you have lately been engaged 
with Mary necessary after the full explanation which I have given 
of my views, and the unalterable decision which I have pronounced. 
Nor must the correspondence with your daughter on a similar subject 
be renewed. . . . She has not, nor ought she to have, the disposal 
of money; if she had, poor thing, she would give it all to you.'*'^ 

Shelley’s firmness with Godwin, and the almost desperate 
state of his finances, lend lustre to his generous behaviour to- 
ward the Gisbomes at the same time. Throughout the year 
Shelley had urged Henry Reveley forward in the construction 
of his steamboat. But if it should be to Henry’s advantage to 
remain in England, Shelley was quite willing to sacrifice the 
boat and the considerable smns he had invested in it. It was 
for Henry’s good, he said, that he had encouraged the project 
and he wanted no attention to a “ mere form ” (that is, a debt 
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of several hundred pounds) to influence the decision as be- 
tween Italy and England.*® 


The Shelleys and Claire remained in the Gisbomes’ home from 
June 15 to August 5. Daily life there was even more uneventful 
than at Pisa, for they knew few people at Leghorn, and Claire 
and Mary were both in worse health than usual. For ten days 
after their arrival Mary was “ too much oppressed and too lan- 
guid to do anything.”*® Soon afterwards, however, she was 
studying Greek with Shelley.®® As for Shelley, he wrote Godwin 
on August 7: “ I am tormented beyond all expression by ne- 
phritic pains. . . . The surgeon here assured me that my disease 
is nephritic, and adds, as my consolation, that it has no tendency 
to shorten life.” Occasionally they took walks in the surround- 
ing country or to the seaside, sometimes with one another, some- 
times with members of the Ricci family, the Gisbornes’ neigh- 
bours and landlords. Shelley and Claire each made two or 
three short trips to Pisa, and on July 20 Mr. Mason, his eleven- 
year-old daughter Laurette, and Miss Field visited them for the 
day. As usual, all three read every day. Shelley read Euripides, 
the Greek romances, Lucretius (with Mary), and Forteguerri’s 
Ricciardetto aloud. On July 14 he finished his translation of 
the Homeric “ Hymn to Mercury.” Claire was still writing her 
“ Letters from Italy ” and was still endeavouring vainly to secure 
some satisfaction about Allegra. 

A touch of humour was occasionally added to the predomi- 
nantly dreary tone of existence by the presence of the Gisbornes’ 
neighbours and servants. Mary pretended in her letters that 
the Signorina Appolonia Ricci was pining dreadfully for the 
absent Henry Reveley. The servants Giuseppe and Annunziata 
had just become the parents of a son for whom a lively christen- 
ing party was given; Giuseppe insisted with ridiculous earnest- 
ness that he looked the very image of Mr. Gisborne. If the 
Shelleys found private amusement in this circumstance, Giusep- 
pe’s turn came later. A sudden violent dispute having broken 
out between Giuseppe and Annunziata, Shelley endeavoured 
in vain to compose the matter and in a pretended rage chased 
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Giuseppe from the house with a pistol. With Shelley in close 
pursuit, threatening murder, Giuseppe darted round a comer 
and hid in the shmbbery while Shelley raced ahead. Shelley 
returned to the house to find the couple in the most amicable 
conversation, using many “ caro's ” and " carissimas” as if noth- 
ing had occurred. They denied, in fact, that anything had 
occurred, and with Mary’s help half persuaded him that the 
whole episode must have been an illusion.** 

Shelley had immediately taken over Henry Reveley’s study. 
Thence, surrounded by mysterious pieces of machinery — 
“ Great screws, and cones, and wheels, and grooved blocks ” 
— he wrote his rhymed “ Letter to Maria Gisborne ” that touches 
so lightly upon the troubles by which he was surrounded and 
so gracefully upon his life with the Gisbomes and his absent 
friends in England. He pictured himself humorously as “ plot- 
ting dark spells and devilish enginery ” such as would “ pump 
up oaths from clergymen ” and grind “ the gentle spirit of our 
meek reviews ” into violent outbreaks — a “ war of worms ” of 
which he could remain heedless. Old pleasures with his friends 
crowded into his mind to produce a delightful picture of former 
days with the Gisbomes: 

— how on the sea-shore 
We watched the ocean and the sky together. 

Under the roof of blue Italian weather; 

How I ran home through last year’s thunder-storm, 

And felt the transverse lightning linger warm 
Upon my cheek — and how we often made 
Feasts for each other, where good will outweighed 
The frugal luxury of our country cheer. 

As well it might, were it less firm and clear 
. Than ours must ever be; — and how we spun 
A shroud of talk to hide us from the sun 
Of this familiar life, which seems to be 
But is not, — or is but quaint mockery 
Of all we would believe, and sadly blame 
The jarring and inexplicable frame 
Of this wrong world: — and then anatomize 
The purposes and thoughts of men whose eyes 
Were closed in distant years; — or widely guess 
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The issue of the earth^s great business, 

When we shall be as we no longer are — 

Like babbling gossips safe, who hear the war 
Of winds, and sigh, but tremble not; or how 
You listened to some interrupted flow 
Of visionary rhyme, — in joy and pain 
Struck from the inmost fountains of my brain. 

With little skill perhaps; — or how we sought 
Those deepest wells of passion or of thought 
Wrought by wise poets in the waste of years. 

Staining their sacred waters with our tears; 

Quenching a thirst ever to be renewed! 

Or how I, wisest lady! then indued 
The language of a land which now is free, 

And winged with thoughts of truth and majesty. 

Flits round the tyrant’s sceptre like a cloud, 

And bursts the peopled prisons, and cries aloud, 

" My name is Legion! ” — that majestic tongue 
Which Calderon over the desert flung 
Of ages and of nations; and which found 
An echo in our hearts, and with the sound 
Startled oblivion; — thou wert then to me 
As is a nurse — when inarticulately 
A child would talk as its grown parents do. 

If living winds the rapid clouds pursue. 

If hawks chase doves through the aethereal way. 

Huntsmen the innocent deer, and beasts their prey, 

Why should not we rouse with the spirit s blast 
Out of the forest of the pathless past 
These recollected pleasures? . . . 

But the Gisbomes were now in London, where they were 
meeting some of their old friends and several of Shelley's 
friends, to all of whom Shelley had already written to recom- 
mend them. Each of these receives in turn a brief appreciative 
sketch in the poem. Even Godwin is here pictured, ‘‘ though 
fallen,” as inferior to none in his ability to face “ the dread tribu- 
nal ” of fame. Goleridge, a former friend of the Gisbomes', is " a 
hooded eagle among blinking owls Hunt “ the salt of the 
earth.” Hogg, ‘‘ a pearl within an oyster shell,” is “ one of the 
richest of the deep ”; Peacock s “ fine wit ” is too wise for selfish 
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bigots and Horace Smith has a combination of virtues that 
might make this dull world a business of delight/" 

Shelley ends his poem with a very optimistic forecast of the 
next winter: 

Next winter you must pass with me; Til have 
My house by that time turned into a grave 
Of dead despondence and low-thoughted care, 

And all the dreams which our tormentors are. 

Oh! that Hunt, Hogg, Peacock, and Smith were there. 

With everything belonging to them fair! — 

We will have books, Spanish, Italian, Greek, 

And ask one week to make another week 
As like his father, as Tm unlike mine. 

Which is not his fault, as you may divine. 

Though we eat little flesh and drink no wine. 

Yet let’s be merry: we’ll have tea and toast; 

Custards for supper, and an endless host 
Of syllabubs and jellies and mince-pies. 

And other such lady-like luxuries, — 

Feasting on which we will philosophize! 

And we’ll have fires out of the Grand Duke’s wood, 

To thaw the six weeks’ winter in our blood. 

And then we’ll talk; — what shall we talk about? 

Oh! there are themes enough for many a bout 
Of thought-entangled descant; ~ as to nerves — 

With cones and parallelograms and curves 
I’ve sworn to strangle them if once they dare 
To bother me — when you are with me there. 

And they shall never more sip laudanum 
From Helicon or Himeros; — well, come. 

And in despite of God and of the devil. 

We’ll make our friendly philosophic revel 
Outlast the leafless time; — till buds and flowers 
Warn the obscure inevitable hours 
Sweet meeting by sad parting to renew; — 

To-morrow to fresh woods and pastures new.” 

It was probably on the evening of June 22, just a week after 
this poem was written, that Mary and Shelley walked among the 
myrtle hedges near Casa Ricci and took a momentary joy in 
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tions only “ Walk to the sea,” such a walk toward the sea seven 
years later led the Gisbomes through a meadow they had for- 
merly visited with Shelley where the sky was alive with sky- 
larks. Very probably Shelley and Mary were revisiting the same 
spot when Shelley was inspired to write his famous lyric, “ To 
a Skylark.” 

There had been few times in Shelley’s life when a symbol 
of joy could have been more welcome to him. From the first 
line of his poem the skylark is such a symbol — “ Bird thou 
never wert.” He is in fact a poet, and a poet to whom the world 
will listen. Languor, which particularly oppressed both Shelley 
and Mary at the time, had no existence for this skylark-poet. 
Annoyance — a mild name for Shelley’s importunate creditors 
— never came near him; he could love without feeling the sad- 
ness of too much love. More than Shelley and Mary he was a 
stranger to tears and a scomer of hate and fear — the hate of 
the reviewers and the fear of Paolo’s slanders and of Godwin’s 
impending ruin. In the end he is an example to his panegyrist: 

Teach me half the gladness 
That thy brain must know. 

Such harmonious madness 
From my lips would flow 

The world should listen then, as I am listening now. 

All the shadows and miseries which surrounded Shelley as he 
wrote have their echoes in the poem. Far more clearly than 
is apparent from the poem alone it is an instinctive reaction 
from an immediate, definite environment. 

The plan to spend the summer months at the Baths of Lucca 
had been abandoned when it was found necessary to go to, 
Leghorn. But as the weather grew hotter at Leghorn it was 
decided to go for at least three months to the Baths of San 
Giuliano di Pisa, four miles above the city of Pisa. On July 30 
Shelley took an apartment there which he described as “ very 
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pleasant and spacious,” for a period of three months at a rental 
of forty sequins quarterly. And on August 5 the Shelleys and 
Claire left Leghorn and entered their new quarters,®® known as 
Casa Prinni. Two of Shelley s last actions before the removal 
were to write to Tom Medwin (July 20) insisting upon his 
promised visit, and to write to John Keats (July 30) ofiFering 
sympathy and encouragement. Having just heard from Mr. 
Gisborne ®® of Keats’s pulmonary attack, he urged him warmly 
to conserve his health by spending the winter in Italy as the 
guest of the Shelleys. He added a word of encouragement and 
advice about poetry which Keats, in his illness and sensitiveness, 
may not have taken exactly as meant: 

I have lately read your “ Endymion ” again and ever with a new 
sense of the treasures of poetry it contains, though treasures poured 
forth with indistinct profusion. This, people in general will not en- 
dure, and that is the cause of the comparatively few copies which 
have been sold. I feel persuaded that you are capable of the greatest 
things, so you but will. 

I always tell Ollier to send you copies of my books. ... In poetry 
I have sought to avoid system and mannerism; I wish those who excel 
me in genius would pursue the same plan.‘^ 

Keats replied appreciatively on August 10, without definitely 
accepting the invitation. After some brief account of his health 
and his attitude toward his own poetry, he reminded Shelley 
of the latter’s earlier advice to him to restrain his desire to pub- 
lish and ventured to return the same advice, after reading The 
Cenci. He wished that Shelley would curb his impetuosity and 
“ load every rift of your subject with ore.” Without having yet 
seen Prometheus Unbound he admitted he would be happier if 
he could think of Shelley as not yet half-way through writing 
it. At the same time he confided to Charles Cowden Clarke 
that his sole motive in not accepting Shelley’s invitation was a 
fear that in his company he could not remain a free agent.®* 
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AUTUMN AND WINTER OF 1820 

THE BATHS OF PISA; “THE WITCH OF ATLAS,” 
“ODE TO NAPLES,” AND CEDIPUS TYRANNUS; 
RENEWED ASSOCIATION WITH MEDWIN; OPINIONS, 
HABITS, AND TRAITS; NEW FRIENDS 


The Baths of Pisa, or the Baths of San Giuliano (for they went 
under either name), were warm natural springs at the foot of 
the mountain of San Giuliano, four miles from Pisa. They were 
supposed to be particularly soothing for nervous ailments. 
Though the Baths of Lucca, only about ten miles distant, were 
more fashionable, the Baths of Pisa were still in Shelley’s day 
in considerable esteem with the surrounding gentry. Their hot 
summer climate suited Shelley exactly. 

Casa Prinni, the commodious house which Shelley had se- 
cured, was conveniently situated at the lower side of the square 
containing the little casino in which the life of the resort was 
centred. To the rear of the house, a garden extended to a canal 
connecting the river Serchio with the Arno. Across the canal the 
low, flat fields, under frequent threat of inundation, were not a 
particularly inspiring view, but there were mountains close by, 
and in summer the neighbouring slopes of Monte San Giuliano 
were covered with the bloom of myrtle. 

On the evening of August 5 ^ the Shelleys and Claire moved 
into their new quarters, where they were to remain until Octo- 
ber 29. They were near enough to Pisa, Lucca, and even Leg- 
horn for occasional callers, especially from Pisa, and to visit 
those places practically as often as they desired. Few days 
passed without some such visit, sometimes on pleasure, some- 
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times, in Shelley’s case, on business. There were still some 
matters in Leghorn that necessitated dealings with Federigo 
del Rosso, and also a Mr. Jackson who is several times mentioned 
in the journals and letters as if he were both a social and a 
business acquaintance. Possibly he was Shelley’s banker. Mr. 
and Mrs. Mason came several times to visit them at the Baths, 
sometimes alone, once or twice with the children, and once 
with Miss Field. Madame Tantini, whom they had known in 
Pisa, was in residence at the Baths, and exchanged occasional 
calls with the Shelleys. Once Madame Tantini brought with 
her the English nun Betsy, on whom Claire had called in Pisa; 
once Claire’s dancing-teacher, Lanetti, called with his wife. 

About the only entertainment furnished by the resort was a 
St. Bartholomew’s celebration on August 24, with horse races in 
the evening. Otherwise there»was little to do except walk, bathe, 
read, and write. The Shelleys and Claire enjoyed walking be- 
fore breakfast or in the evening on the mountainside or along 
one of the several roads leading from the Baths. Occasionally 
they rode. Their one excursion to Lucca occupied two days 
(August 11 and 12) and was devoted by Mary and Claire to 
sightseeing, with some special attention to relics of Castruccio, 
on account of Mary’s novel about him. Shelley left the others at 
Lucca and went on to climb Monte San Pellegrino alone, return- 
ing to the Baths on August 13 considerably fatigued, but in- 
spired with the idea for his “ Witch of Atlas,” which he wrote 
during the three days following his return. 

Claire remained at the Baths only until August 31, when she 
removed to Leghorn for her health,^ apparently because she 
thought sea-bathing might be more beneficial to her. Shelley 
accompanied her to install her in Casa Ricci and apparently 
to attend to matters of business with del Rosso and Jackson. 
Thereafter Claire remained at Casa Ricci, exchanging letters 
and visits with the Shelleys and going occasionally to Pisa to 
visit the Masons. 

Shelley’s health improved with the summer temperature, 
warm baths, and a life more in the open air. Only once while 
at the Baths (September 17) does Mary record: “ Shelley is not 
well.” The recent death of Elena Adelaide, sad as it was for 
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Shelley, may have terminated a strain in his life with Mary. 
Claire’s absence removed an occasional domestic irritation, and 
Paolo Foggi seemed definitely silenced. Writing to Amelia Cur- 
ran, Mary mentioned Paolo’s recent threat in a tone almost of 
self-confidence: 

Do you know, we lose many letters? — having spies (not the Gov- 
ernment ones ) about us in plenty. They made a desperate push to 
do us a desperate mischief lately, but succeeded no further than to 
blacken us amongst the English; so, if you receive a fresh batch ( or 
green bag ) of scandal against us, I assure you it will be a lie. Poor 
souls! we live innocently, as you well know; if we did not, ten to 
one we should not be so unfortunate.* 

In the same letter Mary described their situation at the Baths 
as quite pleasant, with delightful scenery near by, and reported 
Percy Florence as thriving and Shelley as in improving health. 
“We go on in our old manner,” she adds, “with no change. 
I have had many changes for the worse — one might be for the 
better — but that is nearly impossible.” What the one change 
possibly for the better might be, since Claire was then still with 
them, is hard to imagine, unless Mary was thinking of the re- 
moval of Elena Adelaide as a source of domestic difference. 
Going on “ in the old manner,” of course, meant regular reading 
and study and occasional writing. Mary was reading Greek, 
Lucretius, Vergil’s Georgies, Boccaccio, a few books of travel 
and history, Don Juan, Keats’s poems, and Prometheus Un- 
bound. Shelley was reading alone Apollonius Rhodius, Plato’s 
Republic, Herodotus, “ Robertson’s America,” “ Gillie’s Greece,” 
and “ Ancient Metaphysics ”; aloud he was reading The Double 
Marriage, Love’s Progress, Boccaccio, and Keats’s Hyperion. 
Claire’s reading was somewhat similar to Mary’s. In addition 
she was writing a “ Don Juan ” of her own, all record of which 
she later sought to obliterate, even in her journal. During Sep- 
tember and October Mary occasionally, presumably on 

Valperga. 


Upon his return from Monte San Pellegrino Shelley immediately 
set about writing down the delightful poem “The Witch of 
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Atlas,” which he had imagined during his solitary expedition. 
Three days (August 14, 15, 16),^ as he playfully boasted to 
Mary in his introductory poem, were sufficient, though Words- 
worth took nineteen years in “ dressing ” Peter Bell. Of late 
Mary had reasoned earnestly with Shelley that he should ad- 
dress his poems more to the average intelligence and so con- 
vince the world he was not the idle, even reckless dreamer that 
he was supposed to be. She did not wish him to compromise 
with his principles, but merely to lay a broader foundation in 
the popular mind for their just reception. She also felt that 
Shelley’s own mind and health might be greatly benefited if 
he could be convinced that his writings were not so totally 
scorned as he supposed.® The reception of The Cenci, violent 
as it was in some respects, oflFered solid basis for her opinion, in 
the clear recognition of Shelley’s genius by some of the re- 
viewers. Better than most others Mary was in a position to* un- 
derstand that Shelley’s protestations of indifference to the re- 
viewers were too constant to mean anything except a despairing 
desire to be indifferent. Twenty years later she still thought 
she was right, and it is fairly plain from their letters that Hunt, 
Horace Smith, Byron, and Peacock would have agreed with her. 

But Shelley, while reasonable and practical enough to begin 
planning “ Charles I ” ® — exactly the sort of thing Mary wished 
him to do — was never the person to be diverted from his bent. 
Laughingly he began his introductory poem, “ To Mary 

How, my dear Mary, — are you critic-bitten 

( For vipers kill, though dead, ) by some review. 

That you condemn these verses I have written. 

Because they tell no story, false or true! 

What, though no mice are caught by a young kitten. 

May it not leap and play as grown cats do. 

Till its claws come? Prithee, for this one time. 

Content thee with a visionary rhyme. 

In the “ visionary rhyme ” that follows, Shelley developed a 
delicately beautiful little semi-myth that seems almost Puck- 
ishly to desert the world of flesh and blood that Mary wished 
him to cultivate. In a cavern of the Atlas Mountains, beside a 
secret fountain, dwelt a “ lady-witch ” whom Shelley does not 
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trouble to name, other than to identify her as the daughter of 
one of the Atlantides. To this “ lady-witch ” and Apollo is bom 
a daughter, 

A lovely lady, garmented in light 
From her own beauty. 

All creatures — cameleopards, serpents, elephants, lionesses, 
Silenus, Dryope, Faunus, Pan, Priapus, pygmies, polyphemes, 
centaurs, satyrs, kings, herdsmen, and mountain maidens — 
came in succession to witness and be chastened by her beauty, 
which was of the same insupportable quality as Asia’s in Pro- 
metheus Unbound: 

For she was beautiful: her beauty made 

The bright world dim, and everything beside 
Seemed like the fleeting image of a shade: 

No thought of living spirit could abide. 

Which to her looks had ever been betrayed. 

On any object in the world so wide. 

On any hope within the circling skies, 

But on her form, and in her inmost eyes. 

Perceiving this, the Witch wove a subtle magic veil as “ a shadow 
for the splendour of her love.” She was the mistress of many 
charms and spells, which Shelley described with a careful elab- 
oration suggestive (like a number of specific details) of both 
Edmund Spenser and John Keats. At first she lived alone; later 
she created for herself a winged, sexless creature called Her- 
maphroditus, who propelled with its wings the magic boat in 
which she journeyed through mountain streams and austral 
oceans. Millions of her ministering spirits in the clouds built for 
her an imperial magic tent of vapour, light, and fire, whence she 
observed with pleasure or delight all that happened between the 
earth and the moon. But her chief delight was to visit in sleep 
the spirits of human beings. To the most beautiful she offered 
a crystal bowl whose contents made them live thereafter under 
the control of some mighty power beyond them, and live on 
even after death. The less beautiful she would visit with strange 
dreams, wherein priests, kings, and soldiers would see them- 
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selves for the cheats they were, and timid lovers would over- 
come their timidity and yet take no harm from doing so. She 
was herself as ignorant of the love of the sexes as if she were a 
sexless bee, but later, Shelley says, she knew what love was. 
Thus ends one of Shelley’s lightest, airiest, most graceful im- 
aginings. It is a description rather than a story, and can hardly 
be called the creation of a new myth so much as the creation of 
a lovely goddess, with the myth still to come. 

Who is this Witch then, and what is her significance? How 
can she be any other than the only goddess in Shelley’s pan- 
theon, Intellectual Beauty, or Love? She is far more playful and 
youthful than in his other accounts of her, but otherwise her 
attributes are exactly the same. Like Asia and the Intellectual 
Beauty of his early “ Hymn to Intellectual Beauty,” her beauty 
is veiled because otherwise it would be insupportable. Like the 
Intellectual Beauty or Love of Adonais, she wields the world to 
her purposes, but only to the extent to which the reluctant mass 
is capable of being so moulded. 

In concluding his introductory stanzas to the poem Shelley 
remarks that “ If you strip Peter ” [Wordsworth’s Peter Bell] 

you will see a fellow. 

Scorched by Hell’s hyperequatorial climate . . . 


but 

If you unveil my Witch, no priest nor primate 
Can shrive you of that sin, — if sin there be 
In love, when it becomes idolatry. 

This stanza is not, as the most recent critic of the poem has sup- 
posed,'' a statement that “ The Witch of Atlas ” is a deliberate 
mystery, to be unveiled at the reader’s peril. It is merely two 
assertions that Shelley had often made before, in prose and 
poetry; namely, that Wordsworth’s Peter Bell only partly con- 
ceals the poet’s spiritual degeneration, and that to unveil Love or 
Intellectual Beauty is the sin of Actaeon — perhaps not really a 
sin when due to the idolatry of love, but nevertheless certain to 
be punished within the year. Shelley was soon to describe him- 
self as so punished, in Adonais: 
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... he, as I guess, 

Had gazed on Nature’s naked loveliness, 

Actseon-like, and now he fled astray , / 

With feeble steps o’er the world’s wilderness. 

And his own thoughts, along that rugged way. 

Pursued, like raging hounds, tlieir father and their prey. 

In “ Peter Bell the Third,” written less than a year before 
“ The Witch of Atlas,” and in Swellfoot the Tyrant, written only 
a few days after “ The Witch of Atlas,” Shelley was iniable, in 
spite of comparatively frivolous intentions, to avoid a serious 
undernote where his own theories of society were involved. No 
more was he able to do so in “ The Witch of Atlas,” the lightest 
and most elfish of all his poems. In the end he dwells lightly, 
but with unmistakable meaning, upon the old evils of human 
society that he could never put completely out of his mind. 
Beyond this there are suggestions of the unreality, or dream 
quality, of physical phenomena, that had become quite usual in 
Shelley’s poetry since 1818. 

Thomas Medwin noticed that the poem was touched with 
Shelley’s usual philosophy. Mary Shelley could not have missed 
noticing the same fact, but evidently considered it too obvious 
or too light to mention in her note on the poem. This is a trivial 
fault indeed, but it is a greater pity that she failed to mention 
a circumstance that would have made the graceful lightness of 
the poem more intelligible and would have gone far toward ex- 
plaining a tone that Shelley had never applied and would never 
afterwards apply to Intellectual Beauty. 

Throughout July and August, up to within about three weeks 
of the time “ The Witch of Atlas ” was written, Shelley and 
Mary were reading aloud the Ricciardetto of Niccolo Forte- 
guerri, a three-volume, half -serious epic-romance, professedly 
an imitation of Pulci. On June 30 Shelley expressed his admira- 
tion for the book in a letter to the Gisbomes. While reading 
Ricciardetto Shelley was translating the Homeric “ Hymn to 
Mercury,” with a playful turn of language somewhat less like 
the original than like the tone of “ The Witch of Atlas ” and 
Ricciardetto. Both the translation of the “ Hymn ” and “ The 
W^tch of Atlas” employed the same stanza as Ricciardetto, 
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ottava rima, which Shelley had never used in a long poem be- 
fore.* The single large fact to be explained about the poem is the 
Witch herself, and the Witch is clearly Shelley’s one and only 
goddess, Intellectual Beauty, transparently veiled in the cloudy, 
semi-mischievous magic of Ricciardetto. There are details that 
are not so explained. In fact, almost every detail of the poem has 
been given a profoimd Shelleyan significance inconsistent with 
a connection with Ricciardetto. Some of these connections may 
still be possible, but Ricciardetto and Shelley’s own introduc- 
tory poem establish the tone of the poem, and the tone, as Mary 
Shelley perceived, requires the poem to be viewed more as 
fancy than as philosophy.* 

A further examination of Ricciardetto shows various other 
possible “ influences ” upon “ The Witch of Atlas.” There is no 
one of them which Shelley did not fully assimilate and trans- 
mute in the “borrowing,” if indeed the borrowing could be 
clearly established for the individual details, some of which are 
probably complicated by Miltonic and Spenserian reminis- 
cences. But the sum of the details is undoubtedly of significance 
in Shelley’s poem. Why, for instance, should Shelley call his 
beautiful creature a witch? Nothing is more- evident than the 
fact that she is not a witch in the usual unpleasant English mean- 
ing of the word. But the Italian maga, translated as sorcerer, 
witch, or hag, is employed in Ricciardetto in both a good and a 
bad sense. The suspicion that Shelley’s “ Witch ” is the Italian 
maga in its good sense is borne out by the fact that two of the 
good witches in Ricciardetto have some points of resemblance to 
Shelley’s Witch. One of them, the maga Stella, like Shelley’s 
Witch, is the most beautiful lady alive, and “ knows not love.” 
She comes forth to greet the paladins singing the praises of free- 
dom from love, and later gives one of them a charm against its 
power. Another, the maga Lirina, after showing some initial de- 
sire to frustrate Ricciardetto and Despina, becomes their princi- 
pal guardian and rescues them by her magic from numerous 
evils. Like Shelley’s Witch, she journeys to Egypt and exercises 
her magic there — hence it is not necessary to assume with Pro- 
fessor Grabo that the Egyptian scenes in Shelley’s poem are due 
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to an interest in Egyptian mythology and its moon-goddess, 
Isis,^" which Shelley nowhere else exhibits. 

Ricciardetto abounds in witches and sorcerers both good and 
bad, incantations, lakes, fountains, caves, and grottoes. There 
is a Grotto of Sleep, a Perfect Island, an Island of Necromancers, 
an Island of Portents, and a Palace of Fortune. If it seems 
strange that Shelley should combine this background with a 
touch of classical mythology, there is a trace of the same com- 
bination in Ricciardetto. Where else should Shelley, who had 
never before dealt in magic (unless Queen Mob is an excep- 
tion ) , have drawn the impulse at this particular time except from 
Ricciardetto and possibly from Spenser? 


Almost immediately Shelley turned from his Witch to a more 
familiar type of poetry. During the summer the cause of Free- 
dom in Italy, never quite extinguished by the partial failure of 
the French Revolution, flared forth in a brilliant ignis fatuus 
that seemed at the time to be a true illumination. The success 
of the Spanish insurgents stimulated the Neapolitans. In July 
an incipient revolt broke out, which the soldiers of King Fer- 
dinand refused to suppress. Most of the army went over to the 
revolution, and King Ferdinand was compelled to grant a con- 
stitution to Naples. On July 16, before the removal from Leg- 
horn, Claire’s journal received the following enthusiastic entry: 

Report of the Revolution at Naples; the people assembled round 
the palace demanding a Constitution; the King ordered his troops 
to fire and disperse the crowd; they refused, and he has now prom- 
ised a Constitution. . . . This is glorious, and is produced by the 
Revolution in Spain. 

In the sister Kingdom of Sicily ( Naples and Sicily were then 
known as the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies ) there was more vio- 
lence, but the result was the same. Shelley wrote to Mary on 
July 30: “ The soldiers resisted the people, and a terrible slaugh- 
ter amounting, it is said, to four thousand men, ensued. The 
event however was as it should be — Sicily like Naples is 
free.” 
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It was a false dawn. The attitude of Austria, backed by 
Russia, became definitely threatening within two months, and 
though the Congress of Leybach withheld violence for a while, 
Neapolitan freedom was bloodily stamped out by the Austrians 
early in 1821. But while Freedom still shone bright Shelley 
wrote his “ Ode to Naples.” According to Mary’s journal it was 
finished on August 24.“ His earlier “ Ode to Liberty ” had been 
mainly an invocation; the “ Ode to Naples ” is an impassioned 
greeting: 

Naples! thou Heart of men, which ever pantest 
Naked, beneath the lidless eye of Heaven! 

Elysian City, which to calm enchantest 
The mutinous air and sea! . . . 


Thou which wert once, and then didst cease to be. 

Now art, and henceforth ever shall be, free. 

If Hope, and Truth, and Justice can avail, — 

Hail, hail, all hail! 

But in this ode, as elsewhere, Shelley realized that liberty, 
like the Mohammedan’s paradise, lay under the shadow of a 
sword. Already he saw a vision of the Austrian armies on tho 
march: 


The Anarchs of the North lead forth their legions 
Like Chaos o’er creation, uncreating. 

They desolate the Alps, trample beautiful cities into dust, and 
leave only the fire-blackened fields behind them. The poem 
concludes with a moving invocation to Love to protect the spirit 
of freedom against brutish oppression: 

Great Spirit, deepest Love! 

Which rulest and dost move 
All things which live and are, within the Italian shore; 

Who spreadest Heaven around it. 

Whose woods, rocks, waves, surround it; 

Who sittest in thy star, o’er Ocean’s western floor; 
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Spirit of beauty! at whose soft command 
The sunbeams and the showers distil its foison 
From the Earth’s bosom chill; 

Oh, bid those beams be each a blinding brand 

Of lightning! bid those showers be dews of poison! 

Bid the Earth’s plenty kill! 

Bid thy bright Heaven above 
Whilst light and darkness bound it, 

Be their tomb who planned 
To make it ours and thine! 

Or, with thine harmonizing ardours fill 
And raise thy sons, as o’er the prone horizon 
Thy lamp feeds every twilight wave with fire — 

Be man’s high hope and unextinct desire 
The instrument to work thy will divine! 

Then clouds from sunbeams, antelopes from leopards. 

And frowns and fears from thee. 

Would not more swiftly flee. 

Than Celtic wolves from the Ausonian shepherds. — 
Whatever, Spirit, from thy starry shrine 
Thou yieldest or withholdest, oh let be 
This City of thy worship ever free! 

The " Ode to Naples ” did not, as Shelley's editors have sup- 
posed, remain unpublished until the appearance of Posthumous 
Poems in 1824. It was immediately sent to England and ap- 
peared on October 1 and 8, signed P. B. S., in a weekly journal 
where certainly no one would look for the first edition of one of 
Shelley's poems — The Military Register and Weekly Gazette, 
Historical, Literary, etc. for the Army, Navy, Colonies, and 
Fashionable World, edited and published by R. Scott, 3 Pall 
Mall Court. There is no evidence that Shelley was acquainted 
with Mr. R. Scott. Hunt had already disappointed Shelley by 
failing to print The Masque of Anarchy and the letter on Car- 
lile. Possibly Shelley sent the poem to Horace Smith at the 
same time that he sent Swellfoot the Tyrant and it was published 
with or without Smith's knowledge. The publication could 
hardly have been authorized by Shelley or his publisher, be- 
cause four months later (February 22, 1822) Shelley oflFered it 
to Ollier for publication in his Literary Miscellany. 
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On August 24, while Shelley was writing the “ Ode to Naples,” 
Mrs. Mason happened to be visiting the Shelleys. On that day 
also the local fanners brought their pigs to a small fair, held 
in the square of the village just beneath the Shelleys’ windows. 
Undertaking to read his recent “ Ode to Liberty ” to Mrs. Mason, 
Shelley found himself riotously accompanied by the grunting of 
the pigs. Laughingly he compared them to the chorus of frogs 
in Aristophanes, and then in a spirit of burlesque he imagined 
a drama on the sordid trial of Queen Caroline in which the pigs 
should serve as chorus. So began, on October 24, his CEdipus 
Tyrannus, or Swellfoot the Tyrant}^ 

For some time Shelley’s letters had been showing a consider- 
able interest in the trial of Queen Caroline for infidelity. His in- 
terest in political events at home had always been lively, and 
the coming trial was not only a political event, with the Whigs 
violently championing the Queen; it was also probably the most 
complete public display of dirty royal linen that England ever 
witnessed. 

The Princess Caroline, separated from her royal husband, the 
Prince Regent, had long been travelling in Mediterranean coun- 
tries with a fairly complete disregard of decorum. Not much 
attention was paid to her; in fact, English ambassadors were 
instructed to ignore her so far as possible. When the coronation 
of George IV was being planned, it was decided by the King 
and his Tory ministers to provide no place for her in the cere- 
monies. Caroline, who was no coward, returned to England to 
insist upon her royal position, and the ministers thereupon 
brought her to trial for infidelity. The Whigs, who hated her 
husband, took up her cause with alacrity. The country teemed 
with coarse cartoons and anonymous satires in verse and prose, 
some of which went beyond fifty editions. George IV was riot- 
ously lampooned as Nero, Glorious Georgie, and Gorgeous 
Whelp. Ministers were mobbed, processions were formed, 
houses were stoned, and the notorious Italian witnesses that 
the ministers introduced were assaulted on landing. Henry 
Brougham, one of the Queen’s defenders, sardonically sug- 
gested that certain days should be set apart for the transaction 
of business. Wherever English newspapers and travellers went, 
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it was incumbent on all good Englishmen to pronounce upon 
the question of the Queen’s virtue. Byron scouted the charges; 
Scott, a Tory, believed them true. Mary Shelley was a strong 
partisan of Caroline. Shelley, this time not so warm as Mary, 
thought the charges probably exaggerated. His principal feel- 
ing, however, was one of disgust that “ a vulgar cook-maid ” 
should somehow become a symbol in the fight against oppres- 
sion. Nevertheless, her enemies were worse than she, and were 
also the enemies of Freedom. Though he scorned her, he was 
technically on her side. 

Mary mentions the beginning of Swellfoot in her journal for 
August 24 and records reading it on August 30. It was sent at 
once to Horace Smith in London, who had it printed as a pam- 
phlet and published by J. Johnson, 98 Cheapside, probably in 
December 1820. After only seven copies had been sold, the 
Society for tlie Prevention of Vice threatened a prosecution, 
which the publisher averted by surrendering all remaining 
copies.'^ 

Against a background of the privation and oppression of the 
masses, represented as a chorus of swine, Shelley presented the 
King’s ministers seeking to ruin the Queen by pouring over her 
head the poisonous contents of a green bag full of perjured tes- 
timony. The Queen, however, turned the tables by pouring 
the bag’s contents over their heads and riding forth in triumph 
on the Ionian Minotaur (John Bull). Written as a mere jeu 
d’ esprit, it is in a sense the least Shelleyan of all Shelley’s mature 
poems. There is hardly an original device in it. Even as Shel- 
ley was writing, his apparently impromptu chorus of pigs was 
being used as an instrument of satire against George IV by 
Professor Porson, in an article in the Examiner for June 30. The 
green bag, the Rat, tlie Leech — in fact practically all of Shel- 
ley’s characters — appear again and again in similar roles in 
the numerous cartoons and other satires with which England 
was being flooded. Somewhere, probably among the English 
at Leghorn, Shelley must have seen a number of them. Even 
Shelley’s old enemy Lord Eldon, satirized as Dakry (“ Tear ”), 
is treated impersonally as the same sentimental wheedler and 
weeper who appears in the contemporary satires. The similari- 
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ties are so general and so close that some of Shelley s characters 
may be confidently identified from their parallel treatment in 
cartoons and other anonymous satires.^® 

But in another sense the poem is so peculiarly Shelleyan that 
no one could possibly mistake it for one of the anonymous 
school to which it otherwise belongs. Shelley could not debase 
his verse to march pari passu with his subject, nor could he be 
boisterously, coarsely humorous in the way that was natural to 
most of the pamphleteers. No one but Shelley would have been 
capable of writing contemporary political satire in the gro- 
tesquely Gothic stage-setting that he employed. No more than 
in “ Peter Bell ” could he really abandon himself to trifling upon 
a subject that was fundamentally so serious for him. His attacks 
upon government spies, paper money, corrupt courts, and the 
repression of the masses have an undemote of suppressed ear- 
nestness that the mere partisans lacked. A serious sense of im- 
pending revolution underlies the entire action and hints that 
the author’s jesting is almost consciously against the grain. 

“ The Witch of Atlas,” Swellfoot, and the “ Ode to Naples ” 
were all written between August 14 and August 30. During 
September and October Shelley wrote little if any poetry, though 
the beautiful lyric “ Autumn — A Dirge,” would seem to have 
been written in either late October or early November. 


Claihe Clairmont’s unequal contest with Byron over the educa- 
tion of Allegra still dragged on. Her journal shows that she 
wrote to Byron on August 16 and received letters from him 
on August 30 and October 14. On August 25 Byron wrote to 
Shelley a short note declining further correspondence with 
Claire, “ who merely tries to be as irrational as she can be,” and 
saying he preferred hearing from Shelley.^® Shelley agreed that 
Claire’s letters were probably childish and absurd. But after 
all, he reminded Byron, Claire’s wish to see her child was 
natural, and she should be treated as indulgently as possible on 
account of her unhappiness and bad health. He politely de- 
clined to become Claire’s means of communicating her senti- 
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ments to Byron, but suggested that for the present there was 
no need of Byron’s doing more than sending news of Allegra 
at fairly regular intervals.^'' 

In the latter part of October Claire secured a situation in the 
home of Dr. Bojti, who lived in Florence, opposite the Pitti 
Palace, and was one of the court physicians to the Grand Duke. 
Her position was apparently not that of a paid governess, for 
her journal records payments to the Bojtis, nor was it one of 
complete independence, to judge from Shelley’s references to 
it in letters to Claire. Very likely she was a “ paying guest ” with 
light duties which somewhat reduced the pay. Probably Claire 
owed her new situation to the good offices of Mrs. Mason, who 
must have been aware of her occasional unhappiness in the same 
home with Mary. On October 20 Claire set out for Florence 
with Shelley, and on the next day, having seen her installed at 
Casa Bojti, Shelley returned. He arrived at the Baths on Octo- 
ber 22 with Tom Medwin, whom he had picked up at Pisa on 
his return journey. 

Medwin had been resident with the Shelleys less than a week 
when they were all compelled to leave the Baths and return to 
Pisa. Since the middle of October there had been constant rains. 
The Serchio rose steadily. On October 25 Mary wrote in her 
journal: “ Rain all night. The banks of the Serchio break, and 
by dark all the baths are overflowed. Water four feet deep in 
our house.” From the rear of the house came another flood 
caused by the overflow of the canal connecting the Amo and 
the Serchio. The water in the house rose to six feet. From an 
upper window the inmates seemed more impressed by the 
sight than the danger. “ It was a picturesque sight,” Mary wrote 
later, “ at night to see the peasants driving the cattle from the 
plains below to the heights above the baths. A fire was kept 
up to guide them across the ford; and the forms of the men and 
the animals showed in dark relief against the red glare of the 
flame, which was reflected again in the waters that filled the 
Square.”^® Shelley urged Medwin to do a sketch of it. Next 
morning they stepped from an upstairs window into a boat and 
after landing proceeded by carriage to Pisa.^* 
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Here, on October 29, the Shelleys and Medwin entered new 
lodgings, Palazzo Galetti, which Shelley described to Claire 
with some optimism: 

We are now removed to a lodging on the Lung Amo, which is 
suflBciently commodious, and for which we pay thirteen sequins a 
month. It is next door to that marble palace, and is called Palazzo 
Galetti, consisting of an excellent mezzanine, and of two rooms on 
the fourth story, all to the south, and with two fireplaces. The rooms 
above, one of which is Medwin ’s room and the other my study ( con- 
gratulate me on my seclusion ) are delightfully pleasant, and to-day 
I shall be employed in arranging my books and gathering my papers 
about me. Mary has a very good room below, and there is plenty of 
space for the babe. I expect the water of Pisa to relieve me, if indeed 
the disease be what is conjectured.^® 


In the same letter Shelley stated that much of his time lately 
had been occupied by Medwin, " who relates wonderful and 
interesting things of the interior of India.” It had been nearly 
seven years since Medwin and Shelley had seen each other. 
Once, in India, Medwin had foimd in a Parsee bookstall a copy 
of The Revolt of Islam, shipped out of England with other un- 
salable books. This had stirred his enthusiasm for his old friend, 
to whom he wrote from Geneva shortly after learning his ad- 
dress. His friends at Geneva, Edward John Trelavray and Lieu- 
tenant Edward Williams, heard so much of his enthusiasm that 
they too desired Shelley’s acquaintance.^^ 

Medwin did not find in his friend the hopeless invalid that 
Shelley had told him to expect. “ His figure was emaciated, and 
somewhat bent, owing to near-sightedness and his being forced 
to lean over his books with his eyes almost touching them; his 
hair, still profuse, and curling naturally, was partially inter- 
spersed with grey; . . . but his appearance was youthful, and 
his countenance, whether grave or animated, strikingly intel- 
lectual. There was also a freshness and purity in his complexion 
that he never lost.” “ Shelley had probably forgotten that he 
had outgrown Medwin intellectually even while still at Eton, 
and it was too soon for him to reach his later conclusion that 
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Medwin was, after all, a bore. He had recently criticized Med- 
win’s mediocre poems with delicate tact and excessive respect; 
he was soon (November 10) to recommend one of them to 
Ollier as “ a very elegant and classical composition.” He and 
Medwin planned to begin at once the study of Arabic together, 
and Shelley wrote to both Claire in Florence and John Gisborne 
in Leghorn seeking Arabic grammars, dictionaries, manuscripts, 
and from Leghorn “ any native Arabs capable of teaching 
the language.” By the middle of November the studies had 
begun.^* 

Suddenly now the Shelleys were no longer the close friends 
with the Gisbomes that they had been. On their return to Leg- 
horn the Gisbomes had reached Genoa by October 3, where 
they probably received Mary’s letter inviting them to come im- 
mediately to the Baths to recuperate from the fatigues of the 
journey. They returned straight to Leghorn, however, arriving 
there about October 6, but without notifying the Shelleys, 
though Mr. Gisborne had written Mary a note from Genoa con- 
cluding: “ We are very anxious to see you.” When Shelley heard 
from Glaire that they were in Leghorn he wrote to renew Mary’s 
invitation. But he was puzzled and a little hurt: “We do not 
quite understand your silence; if you are less desirous to see 
us than we are to see you, you can send whatever letters and 
papers you have brought us to Glaire at Mrs. Masons. . . .” 

Still a strange silence from the Gisbomes. They were always 
negligent letter-writers, and it may be that their silence meant 
nothing. It may be, however, that they were somewhat offended 
by supposing that Shelley had mentioned their indebtedness to 
him as one of the reasons why he could not succour Godwin, 
and it seems certain that in London John Gisborne had been at 
least partly converted to Godwin’s point of view on Shelley’s 
financial obligations to Godwin.^* Finally, just before the Shel- 
leys left the Baths, they received a call from Henry Reveley that 
threw Shelley into a real passion. Henry came with a proposal 
of Mr. Gisborne’s that the steamboat be abandoned and the 
engine used in an iron foundry. Otherwise four hundred crowns 
more would be needed to complete the boat. Shelley refused to 
invest any more money and declined to have anything more to 
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do with the project if it was to be carried on through Mr. Gis- 
borne. He obtained Henry’s agreement that the needed funds 
be raised “ upon the materials of the engine,” whether a mort- 
gage or the sale of excess materials is not clear. On the same 
day on which Shelley informed Claire of Henry’s visit he also 
wrote a brief, impersonal business note to Mr. Gisborne in which 
he ignored the steamboat. But to Claire his indignation was so 
excessive that it indicates either additional unknown causes or 
else one of the sudden, irrational outbursts of which his earlier 
friends had sometimes been obliged to take note: “The Gis- 
bomes are people totally without faith. — I think they are alto- 
gether the most filthy and odious animals with which I ever 
came in contact. — They do not visit Mary as they promised, 
and indeed if they did, I certainly should not stay in the house 
to receive them.” 

Mary’s journal shows nothing of this except the remark on 
November 4: “ Inexplicable conduct of the Gisbornes ” and the 
mention of visits by Henry Reveley on November 5 and 6. Later 
in the month Shelley’s ire was still very much alive. “ Henry 
Reveley,” he informed Claire, “ has been frequently at Pisa, and 
always dines with us, in spite of a conversation which I had 
with him, and which was intended to put an end to all in- 
tercourse between me and that base family. — I have not the 
heart to put my interdict in effect upon Henry, he is so very 
miserable, and such a whipped and trembling dog.” By the 
beginning of December all intercourse with the Gisbornes had 
been broken off. Mary so informed Marianne Hunt, adding that 
it was not entirely “ an affair of pelf,” but that the Gisbornes 
had behaved with a folly and baseness that was extremely pain- 
ful and disappointing.^® In a few months, however, the two 
families were again on friendly terms. 

The Shelleys had heard seldom from their English friends 
during the autumn at the Baths, and continued to hear but 
seldom in the following winter at Pisa. Medwin said later that 
he never knew of an author who had less correspondence.®® The 
Hunts once or twice wrote letters that distressed Shelley by his 
inability to relieve Hunt in his deepening financial troubles. 
Horace Smith wrote that he intended to emigrate and was con- 
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sidering coming to Italy to be Shelley’s neighbour Shelley still 
expected to be Keats’s host and mentor in Italy, in spite of Keats’s 
failure to accept his invitation and in spite of the fact, unknown 
to him, that Keats rather feared his influence.®^ Keats’s early 
poetry was in Shelley’s opinion deeply flawed by Cockneyisms, 
which he detested even in the poetry of Hunt,®® but he thought 
Hyperion really magnificent.®^ “ If the Hyperion be not grand 
poetry,” he assured Peacock, “ none has been produced by our 
contemporaries.” He also deeply sympathized with Keats as a 
victim of unjust criticism and wrote (but seems not to have 
sent) a letter to William Gifford in which he sought to persuade 
the Quarterly Review to deal more justly with him. Nothing 
could be more generous and benevolent than the eagerness with 
which he looked forward to aiding a brother poet. 

“ Where is Keats now? ” Shelley asked the Hunts at the time 
he was moving back to Pisa. “ I am anxiously expecting him 
in Italy when I shall take care to bestow every possible attention 
on him. I consider his a most valuable life, and I am deeply 
interested in his safety. I intend to be the physician both of 
his body and his soul, to keep the one warm and to teach [the] 
other Greek and Spanish. I am aware indeed in part, that I am 
nourishing a rival who will far surpass [me;] and this is an 
additional motive and will be an added pleasure.” ®® 

Soon, however, Shelley had another patient to tend. Med- 
win’s health, weakened by his long stay in the East, broke down 
as a result of the hardships of his journey to Pisa. On Novem- 
ber 5 he suffered a severe attack of illness and was thereafter 
confined to his room for six weeks. During this time Shelley 
nursed him as if he were a brother. “ He applied my leeches, 
administered my medicines, and . . . was assiduous and unin- 
termitting in his affectionate care of me,” Medwin testified 
later.®® 

During his illness Medwin read all of Shelley’s poetry and 
became an enthusiastic admirer of it. Shelley was surprised 
that anyone could admire his poems after what the reviews had 
said. He was, he said, " disgusted with v^riting, and were it not 
for an irresistible impulse, that predominates my better reason, 
should discontinue so doing.” ®’ Medwin had previously awak- 
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ened an admiration for Shelley in an unnamed wealthy friend 
who wished the Shelleys to join him on a cruise he proposed 
taking in his own ship among the Greek islands. The idea of 
such a trip had presented itself to Shelley even before Med win’s 
arrival and he had asked Byron for letters, in case he went.®® 
The cruise never developed, but Shelley was sufficiently at- 
tracted by the idea to explain it to Claire Clairmont.®® 


The Shelleys had chosen Pisa for their winter residence not 
only on account of its good water, but also because of its ex- 
cellent repute for winter climate. Lying in a depression, it was 
sheltered from the cold “ tramontanes ” that had made Shelley 
miserable in Florence. " Pisa is a pretty town,” Mary had in- 
formed Marianne Hunt during the previous spring, 

but its inhabitants would exercise all Hogg’s vocabulary of scamps, 
rafts, etc. etc. to fully describe their ragged-haired, shirtless condi- 
tion. Many of them are students of the university and they are none 
of the genteelest of the crew. Then there are Bargees, beggars with- 
out number; galley slaves in their yellow and red dress with chains, 
the women in dirty cotton gowns trailing in the dirt . . . and fellows 
with bushy hair, large whiskers, canes in their hands, and a bit of 
dirty party-coloured ribband (symbol of nobility) sticking in their 
buttonholes. . . . The Pisans I dislike more than any of tlie Italians, 
and none of them are as yet favourites with me.^® 

In November her opinion was much the same: 

Sunday, Nov. 12. Percy’s birthday. A divine day; sunny and cloud- 
less; somewhat cold in the evening. It would be pleasant enough 
living in Pisa if one had a carriage, and could escape from one’s 
house to the country without mingling with the inhabitants; but 
the Pisans and the Scolari, in short, the whole population, are such, 
that it would sound strange to an English person if I attempted 
to express what I feel concerning them — crawling and crab-like 
through their sapping streets.^^ 

Shelley, with his extreme sensitiveness, was at times acutely 
aware of the squalor and degeneracy that could be met on the 
streets. He was very much affected by the sight of fettered con- 
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victs clanking their chains as they cleaned the streets under the 
eyes of armed guards. “ So sensitive was he of external impres- 
sions,” wrote Medwin, “ so magnetic, that I have seen him, after 
threading the carnival crowd in the Lung’ Amo Corsos, throw 
himself half-fainting into a chair, overpowered by the atmos- 
phere of evil passions, as he used to say, in that sensual and 
unintellectual crowd.” He was equally intense in his reaction 
to physical beauty. Many times he and Medwin watched a 
gorgeous Pisan sunset from their upper windows and saw the 
grim prison of the Torre del Fame turn to a bright gold. At 
such times Shelley seemed completely dead to his immediate 
surroundings in merging himself with the beauty of the scene. 
Returning to himself he would exclaim : “ What a glorious world! 
There is, after all, something worth living for. This makes me 
retract the wish that I had never been bom.” 

Medwin fell easily into the reading habits of Shelley and 
Mary. While he was still ill he was soothed and delighted by 
Shelley’s habit of reading aloud to him. “ No one ever gave 
such emphasis to poetry. His voice, it is tme, was a cracked 
soprano, but the variety of its tones, and the intensity of feeling 
which he displayed in the finest passages, produced an eflEect 
almost electric.” Later Shelley translated aloud for him the 
Prometheus of .^schylus, “ reading it as fluently as if it were 
written in French or Italian,” often in extemporized blank 
verse.^^ Medwin had learned a little Spanish in India, and he 
and Shelley revelled in the “ starry autos ” of Calderon and also 
in his tragedy of Cisma d’lnghilterra^^ From Calderon they 
turned to Dante, and Shelley read the Divine Comedy aloud, 
lamenting at the time the inadequacy of English translations 
and showing Medwin a copy of his own exquisite translation 
from the 28th canto of the Purgatorio.*^ He also read with Med- 
win Cervantes’s Little Novels, which he deemed inferior, and 
Schiller’s Maid of Orleans, which he admired for its bold treat- 
ment of Christianity as a mythology.^® 

Naturally there was much talk of literature. Shelley expressed 
a great respect for Scott’s novels and was an enthusiastic ad- 
mirer of Manzoni’s I Promessi Sposi. He also praised Thomas 
Hope’s Anastasius, a picaresque novel of modem Greece, but 
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he was no longer the indiscriminate reader of novels that he had 
been in his youth. Bad novels and bad verse, he now believed, 
should be avoided by a writer who desired purity in his own 
style. He was a constant reader of the older English dramatists, 
and particularly admired Webster’s The Duchess of Malfi. The 
Latin poets he rather slighted, except Lucretius and Vergil, con- 
sidering them poor copyists of the Greeks, and even Vergil’s 
Eclogues inferior to the Pastorals of Theocritus. Among Italian 
poets other than Dante he had lost much of his earlier interest 
in Tasso and Ariosto, but admired Petrarch intensely and fre- 
quently quoted his “ Ode to Italy.” Milton was his idol among 
English poets. “ So far, far above all other Poems indeed did 
he class the Paradise Lost, that he even thinks it a sacrilege to 
name it in speaking of any other Poem, and in his admiration 
of Cain said we had nothing like it since the Paradise Regained 
— a work which he frequently read and compared to the calm 
and tranquil beauty of an autumnal sunset, after the meridian 
glory and splendour of a summer’s day.” 

He regarded contemporary English poetry with mixed feel- 
ings. Wordsworth was still a great poet to him, though a bad 
man; Byron had written some supremely great poetry and some 
that was bad; and “ Moore’s Irish Melodies were great favourites 
with him.” But Campbell and Rogers were simply spoiled fa- 
vourites of public taste; and the attempts of the Cockneys to 
write in a new poetic jargon falsely imitated from the LakLsts 
was disgusting madness. From this criticism he did not exempt 
Leigh Hunt and the early poems of Keats, though he sang the 
praises of Keats’s last volume and thought Hunt, in his Indica- 
tor, an excellent prose essayist. Barry Cornwall’s style (though 
Medwin does not mention him) Shelley thought particularly 
execrable.®® 

It was Shelley’s idea that a good library should consist of 
only a few well-chosen titles. “ I’ll give you my list,” he told 
Medwin — “catalogue it can’t be called: — The Greek Plays, 
Plato, Lord Bacon’s Works, Shakespeare, The Old Dramatists, 
Milton, Gothe and Schiller, Dante, Petrarch and Boccaccio, and 
Machiavelli and Guicciardini, — not forgetting Calderon; and 
last, yet first, the Bible.” 
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Like Hogg, Hunt, and Sophia Stacey before him, Medwin was 
deeply impressed with Shelley’s studious habits. Never since 
leaving Oxford had Shelley ceased to be a more ardent student, 
perhaps, than he would have been had he remained: 

He was indeed ever engaged in composition or reading, scarcely 
allowing himself time for exercise or air; a book was his companion 
the first thing in the morning, the last thing at night. He told me he 
always read himself to sleep. Even when he walked on the Argine, 
his favourite winter walk, he read — sometimes through the streets, 
and generally had a book on the table by his side at dinner, if his 
temperate meal could be called one. . . . He arose fresh in the 
morning to his task; the silence of the night invited him to pursue 
it, and he could truly say that food and rest were not preferred to 
it. No part gave him uneasiness but the last, for then he grieved 
that the work was done. — He was indeed an indefatigable Student. 
So little impression did that which contributes one of the main de- 
lights of ordinary mortals, make on him, that he sometimes asked, 
“ Mary, have I dined? ” 

Shelley’s studiousness was scarcely less impressive than his 
occasional melancholy and despondency. It was perhaps natu- 
ral for Tom Medwin, years later, to look upon Shelley through 
the medium of the pathetic tradition that had grown up around 
him. Medwin remarked himself that it might be easy to mistake 
for melancholy the moods of deep reflection or reverie in which 
Shelley sometimes sank himself.®* But the tradition, though pos- 
sibly exaggerated in retrospect, is substantiated by Shelley’s 
own poems, letters, and conversations. In the “ Stanzas Written 
in Dejection, near Naples,” Shelley had described himself as 
one “ whom men love not,” lacking hope, health, and even 
inward peace; in Adonais he was to call himself a “herd- 
abandoned deer, struck by the hunter’s dart.” To Peacock he 
had written: “ I am regarded by all who know or hear of me, 
except, I think, on the whole, five individuals, as a rare prodigy 
of crime and pollution, whose look even might infect. This [is] 
a large computation, and I don’t think I could mention more 
than you, Hogg, and Hunt.” 

These words were written at a time when Shelley would 
certainly have included Byron, Mr. and Mrs. Hoppner, Eliza- 
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beth Kent, Horace Smith, Keats, John Williams, and the Gis- 
bomes in any thoughtful list of those who liked and admired 
him — not to mention, of course, Mary and Claire. Yet they 
reflect a mood in which Medwin must have seen him more than 
once. Few people, he told Medwin, had not been tempted at 
one time or another to commit suicide, adding that four of his 
friends had done so. Medwin thought, quite truly, that Shelley 
himself sometimes dwelt on the idea. Such moods, he added, 
were “ most distressing to witness,” they could not be dissipated, 
and they bowed Shelley to the earth in an utter “ prostration 
of spirits.” It was partly to help combat these moods with 
cheerful society that Medwin urged his friends Captain Edward 
Ellerker Williams and his common-law wife to come to Pisa.®® 

Like all of Shelley’s other friends who noticed these melan- 
choly fits, Medwin was also conscious of Shelley’s liveliness and 
playfulness at other times. “ At times he was as sportive as his 
child, ( with whom he would play by the hour upon the floor, ) 
and his wit flowed in a continuous stream, — not that broad 
humour which is so much in vogue at the present day, but a 
genuine wit, classical I might say, and refined, that caused a 
smile rather than a laugh.” He could be almost boisterously 
mirthful in deriding Wordsworth’s Peter Bell, Elizabeth Hitch- 
ener’s poetic enthusiasm for woman’s rights, or Count Taafe’s 
heavy-footed translation of Dante. 

Perhaps reversing or over-simplifying the relations of cause 
and effect, Medwin suggested that Shelley’s physical sufferings 
induced or aggravated his mental ones.®* Be that as it may, 
Shelley’s physical condition, as usual with him in cold weather, 
grew steadily worse with the approaeh of winter. About the 
middle of November he “ suffered horribly ” from the pain in 
his side (now diagnosed by Dr. Vacca as due to a kidney ail- 
ment), but felt that his general health was improving. A month 
later Mary Shelley wrote Mrs. Gisborne that he was “ by no 
means well,” and Mary’s journal for December 22, 24, and Janu- 
ary 10 mentions him as ill on those days. During the latter part 
of December and most of January his letters show him suffering 
from a severe ophthalmia not mentioned in Mary’s journal. The 
spasms in his side were so intense that while they lasted Shelley 
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rolled on the floor in agony,®® yet they seem to have been of 
short duration, for Mary’s journal seldom mentions Shelley’s 
illness without speaking of other activities, inconsistent with 
disability, on the same or the following day. “ Scott’s vitriolic 
acid baths,” a popular remedy at that time, were tried with- 
out success. 

About this time Tom Medwin came unexpectedly to the res- 
cue. In the East he had seen hypnotism ( or “ animal magnet- 
ism ”) practised with some success. More recently he had 
dabbled in the writings of Friedrich Mesmer, who was then re- 
garded by his own profession as an impostor. Having picked up 
some of the rudiments of hypnotism, Medwin consented to try 
its effects upon Shelley. The next attack occurred when Mary 
Shelley and another lady ( Claire or Mrs. Mason ) were present. 
No sooner had Medwin placed his hand on Shelley’s forehead 
than the spasms ceased. Shelley fell into a deep state of som- 
nambulism, with his eyes open. He followed Medwin to a couch 
at the other end of the room, answered questions in the same 
pitch and tone in which they were asked, and ( during a second 
experiment ) even improvised verses in Italian — all of which, 
after he was awakened, he denied having done.®® On Decem- 
ber 15 Claire Clairmont saw one of these hypnotic experiments 
and heard Shelley beg not to be asked more questions, lest he 
should say what he ought not.®^ Shelley became philosophically 
interested in the phenomenon and thought it a proof of the 
power of the mind under certain conditions to separate itself 
from the body. Medwin asserted, perhaps too broadly, that 
Shelley considered it a further argument in favour of immor- 
tality, of the truth of which “no man was more fully per- 
suaded.” 


Meanwhile Claire Clairmont had from the first been bored and 
discontented with her position in Florence. Within a fortnight 
Mary Shelley was writing in her journal ( November 4) : “ Let- 
ters from complaining of dullness.” On one evening ( No- 

vember 8 ) Claire tried to amuse herself with hints for a series 
of cartoons on Byron, and one on Shelley; and for five days 
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beginning November 16 she wrote all her journal entries in 
what seems at first glance a strange new language, but is in 
reality only English spelled backwards. She complained to 
Shelley about her health, about being neglected, and about 
the prospects of a cold winter in Florence. Friends returning 
to Pisa from Florence reported that Claire felt and looked 
wretched. 

As Claire’s self-appointed and only protector Shelley took up 
his everlasting duty of consolation and advice. Claire was hop- 
ing, through a letter to be furnished by Mrs. Mason, to obtain 
a position in the household of the Princess Montemelitto. But 
Mrs. Mason, when sounded out by Shelley, was inclined to think 
that Claire should remain at Florence for the present. Any 
abrupt departure might oflFend Mrs. Mason, as well as the Bojtis. 
Claire’s present engagement was on a trial basis for one month; 
her decision would have to be made before being re-engaged 
for three months. On all these difiBculties Shelley gave her full 
and sound advice. The Bojtis were coming to Pisa after Claire’s 
first month would have elapsed, so Shelley urged Claire to find 
some excuse to precede them, in order to settle a policy within 
the month. 

The sympathy and consolation he oflFered were hardly so wise 
as his advice. He assured Claire that her presence in Pisa and 
on the projected excursion to Greece with Medwin’s friend 
would make him much happier. This was in itself a harmless 
way of refuting Claire’s sense of neglect, and was probably quite 
true, but it was coupled with a caution not to mention the Greek 
trip to Mary and with a statement that had Mary not “ taxed ” 
his letter with a postscript he could have said many things that 
were perforce left unsaid. It seemed to be a matter of tacit 
agreement, born of previous experience, that Mary was excluded 
from some of their mutual sympathies. 

No one can say whether this was a cause or a result of Mary’s 
attitude toward Claire. If Shelley’s language to Claire at this 
time is typical of the relations between the two from the first, 
it is at least easy to understand Mary’s dislike of Claire’s con- 
tinual presence in her home. And when we consider that in 
1814 Shelley had deliberately supplanted Mrs. Godwin with 
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Claire and that he showed in his will of 1816 how seriously 
he took his responsibilities, we must conclude that these letters 
to Claire represent his habitual language to her. It were as well 
that Mary did not see such expressions as “ my best girl,” “ my 
poor girl,” “ your kind love,” “ how I long to see you again, and 
take what care I can of you,” “ request you to love me better 
than you do,” “ only to thank you, and if you will, kiss you for 
your kind attention to me.” One passage, possibly more ar- 
dent, was deleted by Claire. Yet Shelley referred to himself only 
as Claire’s “ one ever aflFectionate friend.” He was in fact ex- 
pressing himself to a petulant and spoiled child, in an oddly 
combined role of mother and elder brother, with a characteristic 
warmth of language that Mary would have found displeasing 
rather than alarming. So far as any epistolary record remains, 
this was consistently Shelley’s tone to Claire from first to last, 
and it was also the tone of his references to Claire in his letters 
to Byron. 


Claire returned to Pisa on November 21 and remained until 
December 23, when she returned to her old position in Florence. 
Her arrival in Pisa coincided almost exactly with a sudden en- 
largement of the Shelleys’ circle of acquaintances. Here we may 
well follow a section of Mary’s journal, with supplementary de- 
tails in brackets condensed from Claire’s contemporary account: 

Thursday, Nov. 23. — ( Mary ) — Write. Read Greek and Spanish. 
M— ill. On Monday walk. Play at chess. [Claire and Mary call upon 
Mrs. Mason.] 

Friday, Nov. 24. — Read Greek, Villani, and Spanish with M. — 
Bill against the Queen Thrown out in the Lords. Pacchiani in the 
evening. A rainy and cloudy day. 

At this point Mary’s journal shows a hiatus of six days. Claire’s 
journal for the missing days records a trip to Leghorn with Shel- 
ley on the 25th, calls by Pacchiani on the 26th and 28th, and 
walks with Mary on the 22nd and 28th. For the next two days 
Claire wrote: 

Wednesday, Nov. 29th. Go with M. — funzioni in the church of 
San Nicolo. Pacchiani Fudge and Campbells [word crossed out]. 
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Then with Pacchiani to the Convent of St. Anna. The beautiful 
Teresa [Emilia] Viviani, Madame Aust and Bapanti. Call upon 
Madame Mason see Madame Vacca, then with Miss F[ield] upon 
Madame Tantini. In the evening go upstairs. Esopo calls. 

Thursday, Nov. 30th. Call upon Madame M[ason]. Walk with 
Titta fuori Porta Mare to Porta Firenze. Call in Convent St. Anna 
upon Teresa Emilia Viviani. A letter from the same. Esopo and 
Pacchiani sup. Read the [two words crossed out] Novella of Belfegor 
da Macchiavelli. 

Here Mary’s journal resumes: 

Friday, Dec. 1. — Read Greek, " Don Quixote,'' Calderon and 
Villani. Pacchiani comes in the evening [to supper, with Esopo and 
Sgricci]. Visit La Viviani. Walk [with Claire]. Sgricci is intro- 
duced. Go to a funzione on the death of a student. [Claire calls 
with Pacchiani upon the Greek Archbishop and the Princess Argiro- 
poli. She also calls on Mrs. Mason and her companion, or guest, Miss 
Field, and meets a Signor Foggi. Sgricci improvises after supper 
upon the future independence of Italy.] 

Saturday, Dec. 2. — Write an Italian letter to Hunt. Read 
** Oedipus," ‘‘ Don Quixote," and Calderon. Pacchiani and a Greek 
Prince call — Prince Mavrocordato. Delightful weather. [Claire 
calls with Pacchiani upon the Countess Pecori and upon the Signora 
Tadioli. She also calls on Mrs. Mason, where she meets the Tantinis. 
Writes to the Viviani and receives an answer, and reads English with 
Esopo.] 

Sunday, Dec. 3. — Read Greek, Galderon, and " Don Quixote." 
Visit Emilia [with Shelley and Claire]. Mr. Taafe in the evening. A 
cloudy day. 

Monday, Dec. 4. — Read ** Don Quixote " and Greek. Walk out. 
A delightful day. [Claire calls upon Emilia and on the Masons.] 

Tuesday, Dec. 5. — Ride to Ponte Serchio [with Shelley and 
Claire]. Read Greek. Sgricci in the evening. Cloudy, but mild. 
[Claire calls upon Emilia and records that Mary, Shelley, and Med- 
win did also. Esopo calls in the evening, and Claire writes to 
Madame Bojti.] 

Wednesday, Dec. 6. — Read Greek and " Don Quixote." Ride out. 
A warm, cloudy day. Shelley reads. [Claire calls upon Emilia and 
upon Mrs. Mason.] 

Thursday, Dec. 7. — Read Greek. Call upon the Princess Argi- 
n>poli [wi& Claire], Sgricci dines with us, Fazzi [Foggi?] calls in 
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the evening. [Claire calls upon Emilia, and records calls by Signor 
Tantini and by Foggi, \vho spent the evening.] 

Friday, Dec. 8. — Read Greek. Walk. [Claire calls upon the 
Viviani and upon Mrs. Mason. She receives a letter and flowers from 
Emilia in the evening, and goes to the theatre with Mary and Titta. 
Receives a letter from Ravenna ( probably Byron s secretary’s report 
on Allegra).] 

Saturday, Dec. 9. — Read Greek and Spanish with Emilia Viviani 
in the evening. [Claire calls upon Mrs. Mason, plays chess. Esopo 
and Madame Tantini both call.] 

Sunday, Dec. 10. — Read Greek. The Greeks [Prince Mavro- 
cordato. Princess Argiropoli, and her brother] call. Call on Mrs. 
Mason [with Claire]. Read ‘‘Don Quixote.” [“Mr. Taafe in the 
Evening.”] 

Monday, Dec. 11. — Read Greek, Spanish, and Calderon. Pac- 
chiani in the evening. [Claire calls on Emilia. “ Pacchiani sups and 
shows us the reverse of the medal that is to say an inquisitive and 
indelicate character. Write to Albe and Madame Bojti. Also a letter 
from her.”] 

Tuesday, Dec. 12. — Read Greek. Copy the “ Witch of Atlas,” 
Sgricci in the evening. [Claire writes to Emilia and receives a draw- 
ing from her as a present. She reads Hunt s Indicator and writes 
down some bitter “ Hints for Don Juan.” Mentions call by Vacci.] 

Wednesday, Dec. 13. — Read Greek. Not well. Read “ Indica- 
tors.” Pacchiani in the evening. [Claire calls upon Emilia.] 


For the first time since leaving England the Shelleys were now 
members of a little circle of friends and acquaintances. Four 
of them were distinctly remarkable characters. Professor Fran- 
cesco Pacchiani, known as ‘‘ II Diavolo Pacchiani,” was a some- 
what disreputable wreck of once brilliant prospects whom the 
Shelleys did not immediately recognize for quite what he was. 
He was a tall, thin man of fifty-one, dark almost as a Moor, with 
regular, strongly marked features, black eyes, and a recklessly 
witty tongue of which both his friends and his enemies stood 
in awe. His stories, like his conduct, were occasionally dissolute. 
Some time previous to his acquaintance with the Shelleys he had 
been questioned in the streets as he was returning home with 
some gay companions and had given the watch an answer that 
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passed into local tradition: “ 1 am a public man, in a public 
street, with a public woman.” 

In his youth Pacchiani had become a canon at Prato. He still 
remained in orders and was confessor to the household of the 
Governor of Pisa, but he thought so meanly of the priesthood 
that he scoffingly called his beret his " TartuflFemestro,” or 
“measure of hypocrisy.” As a young man he had invented a 
new method of producing muriatic acid. His early experiments 
in chemistry and galvanism had attracted the attention of Volta, 
Cuvier, and Hiunboldt. He had undertaken in 1818 to found a 
grandiose Society Letteraria in Florence, and when the idea was 
discouraged by the authorities he had the audacity in a public 
address to quote them in its support. He was a poet, also, and 
made frequent reference to a tragedy he had written the exist- 
ence of which sdemed to be confirmed only by his own quota- 
tions from it. Having been appointed Professor of Logic and 
Metaphysics at the University of Pisa in 1801, he was trans- 
ferred in the following year to the chair of physical chemistry. 
Brilliant and lazy, he neglected his duties and antagonized his 
colleagues. Within a year after the Shelleys met him he was 
retired on a pension, with the poisonous stipulation that he was 
to return to Prato and remain there “ imder the surveillance of 
his own bishop.” 

Thomas Medwin viewed him, at least afterwards, with a dis- 
approving eye, as a person inquisitive about everyone’s business, 
hopelessly in debt, recommending hotels, shops, and lodgings 
to travellers and collecting later from the tradesmen — perhaps 
even a government spy. Yet he was undoubtedly a man of ex- 
tensive knowledge and great conversational powers. Shelley, 
who had never heard Coleridge talk, thought that Pacchiani 
might be his equal. On December 3, about ten days after 
meeting Pacchiani, Mary Shelley gave an enthusiastic account 
of him to Marianne Hunt: 

I must tell you, dear friend, of a professor with whom we have be- 
come acquainted at Pisa. He is really the only Italian who has a 
heart and soul. He is very high spirited, has a profound mind and 
an eloquence which enraptures. The poor people of Pisa think him 
mad and they tell many little stories about him, which make us 
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believe that he is really somewhat extravagant or, as the English 
say, “ eccentric.” . . . Every evening he comes to our house and 
always delights us with h’’ original ideas.®® 

Pacchiani made himself very useful in taking the party to 
places of interest and introducing them to other people. Soon 
they became acquainted with “ the other side of the medal,” 
as Claire said, and experienced his occasional indelicacy and 
curiosity.®^ 

Some of his recklessness they had learned first-hand from 
Madame Tantini. She told how he had once begged a bed at 
her house and had disappeared while it was being prepared, 
not to return for four years; also how he had once sent Signor 
Tantini an urgent summons to his bedside in the middle of a 
cold winter night, only to inform him on his arrival that he 
could not sleep and desired “ a little pleasant conversation.” ®® 
Before the middle of December, Pacchiani had already revealed 
the “ inquisitive and indelicate ” side of his character; on De- 
cember 14 Claire remarked in her journal that his conduct dur- 
ing an evening call was indecent. “ Pacchiani is no great fa- 
vourite of ours,” Mary informed Mrs. Gisborne in January. “ He 
disgusted Shelley by telling a dirty story.” On December 23 
he accompanied Claire on her return to Florence, and remained 
absent from Pisa until the latter part of February,^® after which 
his calls upon the Shelleys practically ceased. 

It was with Pacchiani that the improviser Tommaso Sgricci 
first visited the Shelleys, on December 1, 1820. Sgricci was at 
that time a young man of thirty-one who for seven years had 
been reciting his improvised poems in many of the principal 
cities of Italy. His vogue had continued after the attack upon 
the improvvisatori made by Giordani in 1816. He was especially 
able in improvising tragic scenes and even whole tragedies, 
reaching his greatest heights in passages of invective.’’^ 

Mary Shelley mentioned with enthusiasm his advent into their 
circle: “We have further made the acquaintance of an Im- 
provisor, a man of great talent, very well up in Greek and of 
an incomparable poetic mind. He improvises with admirable 
fervour and justice. His subject was the future destiny of 
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Italy. . . On December 20 Sgricci gave a public perform- 
ance in the theatre at Pisa. The pit was only half -filled, mostly 
with students, and the boxes were almost entirely empty, except 
for a few foreigners. Pisa was indifiFerent, partly because of 
ignorance, partly because Professor Rossini, Pacchiani’s greatest 
enemy, industriously decried the improviser. The Shelleys, 
however, were enthusiastic. “ A most wonderful and delightful 
exhibition,” Mary wrote in her journal. “ He poured forth a 
torrent of poetry clothed in the most beautiful language.” 
Claire’s journal for the next day described it as “ wonderfully 
fine ... it seemed not the work of a human mind, but as if 
he were the instrument [words crossed out] played upon by 
[and] interpreting the superhuman inspiration of a God.” Quite 
likely it was to hear Sgricci at the Accademia at Lucca that Mary 
Shelley visited that city on January 5. 

From December 1 till his departure from Pisa on January 24 
or 25 Sgricci was a frequent caller in Shelley’s lodgings. In her 
next letter after Sgricci’s performance of December 20 Mary 
Shelley gave Marianne Hunt the following glowing account 
of him: 

Conceive of a poem as long as a Greek Tragedy, interspersed with 
choruses, the whole plan conceived in an instant. The ideas and 
verses and scenes flowing in rich succession like the perpetual gush 
of a fast falling cataract. The ideas poetic and just; the words the 
most beautiful, scelte and grand that his exquisite Italian afforded. 
He is handsome; his person small but elegant, and his motions grace- 
ful beyond description; his action was perfect; and the freedom of 
his motions outdo the constraint which is ever visible in an English 
actor. The changes of countenance were of course not so fine as 
those I have witnessed on the Fnglish stage, for he had not conned 
his part and set his features, but it was one impulse that filled him; 
an unchanged deity who spoke within him, and his voice surpassed 
in its modulations the melody of music. The subject was Iphigenia 
in Tauris. It was composed on the Greek plan ( indeed he followed 
Euripides in his arrangement and in many of his ideas ) without the 
division of acts, and with choruses. Of course if we saw it written 
there would have been many slight defects of management — defects 
amended when seen, but many of the scenes were perfect; and the 
recognition of Orestes and Iphigenia was worked up beautifully. . . . 
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God knows what this man would be if he labored and became a 
poet for posterity instead of an Improvvisatore for the present J® 

For Mary, the most delightful of their new acquaintances was 
Prince Mavrocordato, who had also been introduced by Pac- 
chiani. Having been compelled by the Turks to flee from 
Greece, Prince Mavrocordato was compiling a lexicon at Pisa 
while waiting for a better turn of events at home. His very ap- 
pearance was romantic. His somewhat small size was balanced 
by huge mustachios and whiskers. His hair, over which he wore 
a turban, was bushy and jet black, his eyebrows thick and heavy. 
His head, large for his size, was finely modelled, and his large 
eyes, sparkling with intelligence and wit, carried also an im- 
pression of benevolence.^^ He continued to see the Shelleys 
often from his first advent on December 2 till his departure for 
Greece early in June. “ Do you not envy my luck,” Mary exulted 
to Mrs. Gisborne, “ that, having begun Greek, an amiable, 
young, agreeable, and learned Greek Prince comes every morn- 
ing to give me a lesson of an hour and a half? ” Mary taught 
him English in return.^** Shelley played chess with him occa- 
sionally, and read Paradise Lost and the Agamemnon with him, 
but had little liking for his modem Greek accent or for his 
emendations and comments on the Agamemnon. He gave him 
credit for the highest qualities of courage and conduct,'^^ and in 
1822 dedicated his Hellas to him; but he could never fully like 
“ our turbaned friend,” as he called him.’® “ I reproach my own 
savage disposition,” he confessed to Claire, “ that so agreeable, 
accomplished, and amiable a person is not more agreeable to 
me”; and when Mavrocordato departed for Greece: “He is a 
great loss to Mary, and therefore to me . . . but not other- 
wise.”’ 

Except Emiha Viviani, who will be discussed later, little is 
known of the other persons mentioned frequently at this time 
in the journals of Mary and Claire. Esopo was a language- 
teacher, a young man who seemed to depend upon Pacchiani 
for his engagements and who was supposed to be kept in a kind 
of personal and financial subjection to him. The Princess Argiro- 
poli was Mavrocordato’s cousin, who with her husband was also 
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an exile. Miss Field, an English schoolteacher, was a prot6g4e 
of Mrs. Mason. Foggi (certainly not Paolo) was an Italian gen- 
tleman, possibly the same as the Foggi praised seven years later 
in Mr. Gisborne’s journal for the generosity of his friendship.®" 
The Tantinis, occasional callers, had been known to the Shel- 
leys since their earlier residence in Pisa, as had also Count 
Taafe. 

From the autumn of 1820 Coimt Taafe was frequently in the 
Shelleys’ company whenever they were in Pisa. The Shelleys, 
and a little later Byron, considered him a bore, but a good fellow. 
He fancied himself as a poet and was the author of several ridic- 
ulously banal occasional poems, besides a translation of Dante 
equipped with a two-volume Commentary. Shelley and his 
friends used to laugh secretly at the translation,®^ but they re- 
garded his Commentary with more respect. Both translation 
and Commentary were recommended to Ollier by Shelley, but 
Ollier seems not to have been tempted. Byron’s recommenda- 
tion of the Commentary to Mmray resulted in the publication 
of the first volume.®^ 

In this new circle of acquaintances, in which the friendship 
with the Masons continued and that with the Gisbomes some- 
what revived, life went on rather pleasantly through November, 
December, January, and into the next spring. A severe attack of 
ophthalmia, lasting from some time in December imtil about 
January 20,®® kept Shelley from all but the most necessary writ- 
ing and reduced the time usually given to reading. There was 
much talk about literature, the trial of Queen Caroline, and the 
precarious future of the new Neapolitan revolution. When the 
King of Naples went to the conference at Troppau, Shelley mis- 
takenly regarded it as a prelude to peace. Shelley sought to 
convince the doubtful Mavrocordato that a successful revolution 
was also near at hand in Greece. The greatest interest of Shel- 
ley’s household, however, was in a suppression of liberty much 
nearer home! In Pisa, in the convent school of St. Anna, lan- 
guished the beautiful and accomplished Teresa Emilia Viviani, 
to be kept there by a tyrannical father until released by an im- 
wanted marriage. 
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SPRING IN PISA, 1821 

EMILIA VIVIANI AND EPIPSYCHIDION; “ DEFENCE OF 
POETRY"; NEAPOLITAN AND GREEK REVOLUTIONS; 
SHELLEY’S INCOME THREATENED; 

EDWARD AND JANE WILLIAMS 


It was on the evening of November 29, 1820 that Claire Clair- 
mont and Mary Shelley were taken by Professor Pacchiani to 
the Convent of St. Anna and there introduced to the beautiful 
Teresa Viviani.' Pacchiani had been her tutor and confessor 
when she was still living at home in the Governor’s mansion, 
and he had formerly been one of the faculty of the convent 
school. Her elderly father, Niccolo Viviani, was not only the 
Governor of Pisa, but also head of one of the four civil and 
military districts under which the Grand Duchy of Tuscany was 
administered. Dignified and proud, with a quick temper, he 
carried an external air of hardness that was by no means proof 
against the domination of a wife thirty years his junior. When 
Teresa was sixteen years old, a bright and beautiful girl with 
a sensitive mind unusually eager for affection, her mother had 
easily prevailed upon Niccold Viviani to place her and her sister 
in separate convent schools. 

At the time Pacchiani told her story to the Shelleys, Teresa, 
or Emilia as they came to call her, was between nineteen and 
twenty years of age and had been a “ prisoner ” for nearly three 
years. That is, like most Italian girls who were educated, she 
had been in a convent school. To Shelley it seemed more a 
prison than the one from which he had formerly rescued Har- 
riet Westbrook and afterwards schemed to rescue his “ two heir- 
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esses.” That she was there awaiting, like most Italian girls of 
the time, the conclusion of marriage arrangements in which she 
had no voice seemed peculiarly horrible to people whose views 
on marriage were those of Shelley, Mary, and Claire. Mary 
took the trouble, in her next letter to Marianne Hunt, to copy an 
Italian marriage contract, in all its insensitiveness to the doc- 
trines of Mary Wollstonecraft.* 

The heavily barred, curtainless windows of the Conservatory, 
the high wall surrounding the garden, the large, echoing en- 
trance hall, the cloisters, and the narrow, meagre cells of the 
students * did nothing to dispel the Shelleys’ impression. Emilia 
herself did less, because she shared it. She was, in fact, much 
more a victim than the other students. She had become a “ con- 
vittrice ” at nearly four years under the regular age at which 
inmates of her class were permitted to enter. She was of a higher 
social station than her companions, and far above them in intel- 
lect and sensibility. In 1820 she had already written several 
poems, and a short prose rhapsody on Love ^ that is quite in the 
same vein as the famous poem, Epipsychidion, that Shelley was 
soon to address to her. This hypersensitive young girl was under 
the special tutelage of two instructors, one of whom was ex- 
traordinarily naive and indulgent and the other hard and aus- 
tere, in a school that had recently been shaken by internal dis- 
orders, where it was easier and cheaper to leave girls indefinitely 
rather than provide a dowry. Her father. Professor Pacchiani 
told the Shelleys, was an avaricious man, somewhat depleted in 
fortime by the extravagance of a young wife, and intended leav- 
ing her there till a suitor was found who would take her without 
a dot/ Add that Emilia was beautiful, with faultlessly regular 
Greek featiures, high forehead, profuse black hair, and a clear 
white complexion that was almost pallid ® — and it is evident 
that at no time in his life except when he met the daughter of 
Godwin and Mary Wollstonecraft had Shelley met anyone who 
upon early acquaintance seemed half so likely to send him into 
one of his intense idealizing enthusiasms. 

For the next ten months, until Emilia’s marriage, frequent let- 
ters passed between Emilia and Shelley, Mary, and Glaire. Dur- 
ing December, January, February, and March, Mary called 

248 




1820-1] Growing Friendship with Emilia 

upon Emilia twice or even more often in nearly every week. 
Once ( December 9) she read Greek and Spanish with Emilia; at 
other times she brought or sent her books and other gifts. Claire, 
equally interested, undertook to teach Emilia English and cor- 
responded regularly with her after returning to Florence. Shel- 
ley probably accompanied Mary on many of her visits, but 
there is slight record of his seeing her without Mary until after 
the Shelleys returned to the Baths of Pisa in May. In Lodore, 
however, where Mary Shelley later represented the friendship 
of Shelley and Emilia, the two are described as meeting daily, 
in the presence of a chaperon. Once ( February 2) Mary’s jour- 
nal records: “Emilia Viviani walks out with Shelley in the 
evening.” 

By a natural affinity of temperaments Emilia immediately 
struck the right chord for intensifying the new friendship. Med- 
win, accompanying Shelley and possibly Mary and Claire in an 
early visit to the convent, tells how she compared her own cap- 
tive lot to that of a caged bird whose cage attracted her attention 
at the moment.’ Shelley remembered and echoed the sentiment 
in his Epipsychidion when he addressed her as “ poor captive 
bird.” In many of her letters thereafter the note of unhappy 
captivity was almost unintermittent. “ Unhappy Corinne,” she 
commented, in returning to Mary the novel of that name, . . . 
“ but how many unhappy ones whose lot is the same as thine? 
. . . How profoundly I feel my sorrows! And those of my 
Friends! The prospect which Destiny holds before my eyes is 
indeed terrible.” At another time she wrote: “ Oh! how many 
things make me anxious! I am unhappy and shall always be 
so; I see that it is inevitable.” * These and other similar expres- 
sions occur more in letters to Mary than to Shelley, but one 
whole letter to Shelley (or all that is left of it, for it lacks a 
regular conclusion) is an agony of sensitiveness only to be 
matched by Shelley’s characterization of himself in “ Julian and 
Maddalo ” as a single nerve for feeling “ the else-unfelt oppres- 
sions of this earth 

My dear Friend, 

I am indeed unhappy! What a fate! I sufiFer heavily, and am the 
cause of a thousand griefs to others. O God! Were it not better 
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that I should die? Then I should cease to sufiFer, or at least to make 
others suffer. Now I am the object of hatred to others and to myself. 
I a£3ict the most courteous and beloved persons. O my incompara- 
ble Friend, “ Angelica Creatura,” did you ever suppose that I should 
be the cause of so much anguish to you? You see what a person you 
have come to know. Pardon me, m'y friend, pardon me! You are 
obliged to bear so many pains and anxieties on my account that your 
health even suffers through them. How remorse is torturing me! 
How many misfortunes have I caused! It would be better if you 
had never known me! 

Thus Emilia was as sensitive to the misfortunes of others as 
to her own, and particularly to the agony which Shelley allowed 
her to perceive he felt over her sufferings. More than once she 
besought him to take care of his health. When she knew him 
to be suffering with ophthalmia she begged him to “ rest from 
this long reading! ” One of her letters to Shelley begins: “ How 
are you? You must have suffered horribly fronj those spasms. 
May Heaven grant that they have now ceased! ” 

Claire was to Emilia " mia Chiara Mary was “ Carissima 
Sorella Mia,” “ Mia Mary adorata,” “ mia cara Sorella ed Arnica,” 
and “ Mia adorata Arnica.” Shelley was “ mio caro fratello,” 
“ Caro Amico e Fratello mio,” or “ Caro Amico mio.” To Shel- 
ley and Mary alike she generally signed herself “ la tua Sorella 
ed Arnica,” sometimes with the adjectives “ constante ” or “ aff.- 
ma.” This was all in accord with one of her first letters to Shel- 
ley (December 10) in which she said: “ Call me always, if you 
like, your Sister . . . and I too will always call you my dear 
brother.” 

In these early letters, which constitute all but three or four of 
those extant, Emilia showed a deep sense of gratitude for the 
friendship of the Shelleys — for “ tua famiglia,” however, rather 
than for Shelley or Mary exclusively. Her warmest expressions 
of devotion were for Mary rather than Shelley. Shelley appar- 
ently realized that her affection for him was genuinely that of 
a sister. Once, after he had evidently expressed a feeling that 
his language might seem too ardent or familiar, she reassured 
him: “ To show you that your familiarity does not displease me, 
but on the contrary, gratifies me, and in order that you should 
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not take as a rebuke my treating you in any other way, I write 
to you in your own tone of confidence and sweet friendship.” 

With Latin intensity Emilia thought her new friends practi- 
cally perfect, and frankly said so. “ You have much talent, my 
Mary, which, together with your virtue and your excellent heart, 
makes you one of the loveliest of God’s or Nature’s creatures.” 
Shelleyj as Emilia informed Mary ( anticipating certain similar 
expressions of Mary and the Hunts several years later), was 
really more than human. “ His many misfortunes, his unjust 
persecutions, and his firm and innate virtue in the midst of these 
terrible and unmerited sorrows filled my heart with admiration 
^and affection and made me think, and perhaps not untruly, that 
I he IS not a human creature; he has only a human exterior, but 
[the interior is all divine.” These words were written on the 

^ ‘ '-v. 

l4th of December, about a fortnight after her first meeting with 
Shelley. 

Deeply stirred by Emilia’s situation and rendered really ill 
at times by his sense of helplessness, Shelley sought unsuccess- 
fully to effect her liberation. What chance had a foreigner, 
petitioning the Grand Duke, to frustrate the will of one of the 
four district governors of Tuscany? Nevertheless, Shelley drew 
up a petition, and sought Glaire’s aid in presenting it to the 
Grand Duchess. Since Dr. Bojti, at whose home Claire was 
living in Florence, was court physician, Claire came into occa- 
sional contact with ladies of the court. “ My dearest girl,” Shel- 
ley urged Claire on February 18, “ I wish you would contrive 
some means of causing the Petition of Emilia to be presented to 
the Grand-Duchess. I have engaged that I will procure its pres- 
entation, and although perhaps we may conceive little hope 
from the application, there is yet the possibility of success. — 
She made me write the Petition for her, though she could have 
done it a thousand times better herself; for she has written to the 
Princess Rospigliosi to entreat her to second the prayer of the 
petition in a manner that I am persuaded must produce some 
effect — it is so impressive and pathetic. — Pray do something 
for me about this, otherwise I must come to Florence, which 
does not suit me in any manner.” ® 

The petition, if ever presented, came to nothing, as Emilia 
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had predicted of a similar project that had been discussed more 
than two months earlier. At that time (December 12) Emilia 
had frankly stated that liberation, if it meant separation from 
the Shelleys, would be no blessing: “ You say that my liberation 
will perhaps divide us. Oh, my Friend! My soul, my heart, can 
never be parted from my brother, from my dear sister. ... I 
do not love, nor shall I ever be able to love anything or person 
so much as your family; for it I would abandon everything and 
should lose nothing. ... I pray always to God to grant that I 
may live with you always. . . . Yes, my soul is simple and sin- 
cere like the blue of the sky on a fine day of Spring. I am happy 
that you know it, and I know that, since you do, you will do 
me justice.” 

No letters from the Shelleys or Claire to Emilia have been 
preserved. Shelley s letters to Claire after her return to Florence 
show the strength of his interest in Emilia without at all match- 
ing the ardour of Emilia’s expressions, or of his own in his poems. 
“ She continues to enchant me infinitely,” he informed Claire on 
January 2. Two weeks later: “ I am deeply interested in her 
destiny, and that interest can in no manner influence it.” Re- 
membering what she had seen, however, and knowing Shelley, 
Claire seems to have expressed some warning against the danger 
of falling in love with Emilia, for Shelley added: “ There is no 
reason that you should fear any mixture of that which you call 
love. My conception of Emilia’s talents augments every day. 
Her moral nature is fine — but not above circumstances — yet 
I think her tender and true — which is always something. How 
many are only one of these things at a time! ” 

Among Shelley, Mary, and Emilia it seems to have been well 
understood that the affection was a Platonic one. But even so 
the situation cannot have been always entirely comfortable for 
Mary. She thought at first that Emilia had talent, if not genius,'^ 
and she deeply sympathized with her in her troubles. She had 
some of her mother’s strong emotional nature, but she had also 
her father’s strong stoical inchnation to repress emotional dis- 
play. Quite likely she was somewhat disgusted by Emilia’s 
demonstrative affection for her; probably no wife, however con- 
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fident of her husband’s fidelity, could have fully sympathized 
with Emilia’s unrestrained adoration of Shelley. Otherwise 
Mary found much that was admirable in Emilia, and a strong 
sense of justice kept her assiduous in her efforts to render 
Emilia’s position less miserable. This would hardly have been 
possible had she doubted the honesty of either Emilia or Shel- 
ley. Throughout December and January until past the middle 
of February, when the mutual admiration of Shelley and Emilia 
was most fervent, Mary continued to refer to Emilia in her 
journal as Emilia; but thereafter, though visiting Emilia almost 
as often as ever as long as she remained in Pisa, she regularly 
referred to her as Emilia Viviani. 

Emilia soon noticed a reserve in Mary’s manner, and frankly 
and gently remonstrated. Naively she discussed it with both 
Shelley and Mary as “ freddezza,” a milder word than the Eng- 
lish word “ jealousy ” that Shelley and Claire had used under 
similar conditions in 1815 and that Shelley had frankly written 
into their journal for Mary to see. Shelley assured Emilia that 
Mary’s apparent coldness of manner was “ only the ashes that 
cover an affectionate heart,” and Emilia was naive enough to 
quote this to Mary. She seems never to have suspected that 
such a feeling might be founded on jealousy, but considered it 
a defect of temperament (“ the only trait lacking in your per- 
fections”), a matter for friendly raillery only. “Accept my 
most tender kisses, which, being distant, will not be too warm 
for you, and will not have the effect of the Sun upon your ice, 
or limpid drop from a frozen fountain.” If so sensitive a per- 
son as Emilia failed to recognize jealousy it may have been be- 
cause she was unusually naive, or because there was none to 
recognize until Epipsychidion was written. 


Far otherwise was the effect of Emilia’s emotional intensity 
upon Shelley. When Emilia, seeking to return some of the kind- 
nesses she had received, sent a present of flowers, he began a 
poem, “To Emilia Viviani,” in a vein of intense sentimental 
sympathy matching her letters.^* A far more passionate stanza, 
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but of more uncertain date, occurs in the Verse and Prose re- 
cently (1934) rescued from Shelley’s notebooks by Roger Ing- 
pen and Sir John C. E. Shelley-Rolls: 

Thy gentle voice, Emilia dear, 

At night seems hovering o’er mine. 

I feel thy trembling lips — I hear 
The murmurs of thy voice divine, 

O God, why comes the morning blank 
To quench in day this dream of peace 
From which the joys my being drank 
Yet quiver thro’ my burning face? 

Not yet was Shelley’s judgment sufficiently detached to sug- 
gest to him that Emilia was no better than a “ slave ” in her 
religious feelings, that (as Mary observed at the outset) she had 
studied little, that her reactions might be poetic but were al- 
ways intuitive rather than philosophic, and particularly that she 
seemed totally uninterested in the great cause of freedom except 
her own. Except for a strong natural championship of the op- 
pressed, one fact, and one fact only, now goyemed Shelley’s 
feelings toward Emilia. Whoever reads such poems as Alastor, 
the “ Hymn to Intellectual Beauty,” and “ Julian and Maddalo ” 
( not to mention certain passages in Shelley’s letters ) will realize 
that Intellectual Beauty, or universal sympathy, was closely re- 
lated with Shelley to an intense desire for personal sympathy. 
It is quite possible that Shelley’s almost preternatural sensitive- 
ness and desire for sympathy are the original basis not only for 
his occasional self-pity, but also for his devotion to Freedom and 
to Intellectual Beauty. Jn His essay “ On Love ” Shelley had 
written: “ There is something within us which, from the instant 
that we live, more and more thirsts after its Hkeness,” and he 
added his personal testimony: “ With a spirit ill-fitted to sustain 
such proof, trembling and feeble through its tenderness, I have 
everywhere sough t sym pathy, and have found only repulse 
and disappointmdnt?’*^^^he title Epipsychidion ( “ soul of my 
soul ”) merely transTalw into Greek a phrase Shelley had used 
in the same essay — “ a soul within our own soul.” Practically 
the same phrase occurs earlier, in Shelley’s letter of January 10, 
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1812 to Godwin: “the sublime interest of poetry , . . theprose- 
lytism of the world . . . were to me soul of my soul.” And at 
the time of using this phrase, Shelley was evincing in his letters 
to Elizabeth Kitchener the same fervent sympathy and craving 
for sympathy that he later exhibited toward Emilia Viviani in 
Epipsychidion. Shelley’s disillusion in Elizabeth Kitchener 
came gradually, without sudden shock. “ Julian and Maddalo ” 
is the intense testimony of the shock Shelley could experience 
from such a disappointment. Far more than anyone else had 
been, Emilia Viviani was the natural and almost perfect answer 
to Shelley’s desire for complete, unreserved personal sympathy. 
The close spiritual kinship of Shelley and Emilia in this one par- 
ticular is the personal foundation of Shelley’s Epipsychidion, as 
the Dantean, Petrarchan, and Platonic conceptions of love are 
its intellectual basis. 


Shelley’s Epipsychidion was written very probably during the 
first two weeks of February 1821,“ and was sent to Ollier for 
limited publication on February 16. The fair copy, apparently, 
was in Shelley’s hand rather tha n_that of Mary, his usual copyist . 
Only a hundred copies were to be printed, a large estimate, Shel- 
ley felt, for the number of people, “ the esoteric few,” capable 
of judging rightly a poem “ of so abstruse a nature.” Its author’s 
name was to be kept secret, “ to avoid the malignity of those who 
turn sweet food into poison, transforming all they touch into the 
corruption of their own natures.” In a sense, Shelley added, it 
really was, as the introduction pretended, the work of an author 
already dead.“ This means, if anything, that immediately after 
writing the poem Shelley felt that he had exalted himself and 
Emiha far above actual conditions. During the same spring 
Shelley characterized his spirits as being alternately depressed 
and seized by “ almost supematiural elevation ” — “I live, how- 
ever, for certain intoxicating momepts.” “ In such a moment 
he must have written Epipsychidion, just as “ Julian and Mad- 
dalo ” is the product of the opposite extreme. In the one case 
he recognized a perfect sympathy he had given up hopes of 
finding, and in the other he recognized the loss of the most 
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perfect sympathy he had then foimd. In both cases he exceeded 
himself, and very probably the facts, in his expression. Many 
lines written for Epipsychidion and later rejected show that it 
began in a conversational, almost matter-of-fact mood very dif- 
ferent from that of the completed poem. 

For the intoxicating moment, however, the poem was in its 
main aspect literally and intensely true. Shelley’s youthful vision 
of a complete sympathy seemed possible; after experience had 
almost demonstrated its impossibility it seemed actually present. 
The main purpose of Epipsychidion was to express this mag- 
nificent truth and to share it with the one person fully capable 
of sympathizing. Far wiser now than when he had eloped with 
Mary under a similar domination, Shelley proposed an elope- 
ment with Emilia only in spirit, but he dwelt lovingly and at 
length upon their spiritual union on the Ionian island to which 
he wished to escape, as he said, from “ the world,” or reality. 
Even so, Shelley probably intended Mary, and possibly even 
Claire, to accompany them. There is no mention of either in the 
actual vision of such a life, but the vision is preceded in the 
poem by an invocation to Mary to share equally with Emilia 
the control of his life. Claire, as the Comet, was to have some in- 
fluence also, along with Emilia and Mary, the Sun and the 
Moon respectively. A cancelled advertisement speaks of the 
drowned author as having been accompanied to the island by 
his wife. As the enthusiasm of the poem overmastered Shelley’s 
original mood he must have forgotten the inconsistency of its 
attitude toward Mary. 

Had Shelley intended it, Emilia would not have eloped with 
him as Mary had done.^* She had made it as plain as possible 
in her letters that her affections were only sisterly and spiritual. 
On that point she and Shelley agreed, and understood each 
other perfectly. Each believed (whether mistakenly or not the 
psychiatrists may argue if they like) that there was nothing 
fleshly in their mutual attraction. Not for Emilia, probably, but 
for otihers, Shelley stated his denial of any such feeling: 

To whatsoe’er of dull mortality 
^ Is mine, remain a vestal sister still. (389-90) 
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Had not Emilia described Love as “ an essence eternal, spiritual, 
pure, celestial,” with no wish but for virtue, and averse to illicit 
aflFections? The words, from her little essay “ True Love,” must 
have been before Shelley as he wrote, for he quoted a passage 
from the essay as a motto for his poem. 

It would instruct any reader of Shelley’s poem to read all of 
Emilia’s essay. Here, in its immediate context (about a third 
of the essay) is Shelley’s motto: 

He [the lover] becomes a supereminent being, and as such al- 
together incomprehensible. The universe — the vast universe, no 
longer capable of bounding his ideas, his affections, vanishes from 
before his sight. The soul of him who loves disdains restraint — 
nothing can restrain it. It [the soul in love] lances itself out of the 
created, and creates in the infinite a world for itself, and for itself 
alone, how different from this obscure and fearful den! — is in the 
continued enjoyment of the sweetest extasy, is truly happy. All that 
has no relation to the object of its tenderness — all that is not that 
adored object, appears an insignificant point to his eyes. But where 
is he, susceptible of such love? Where? Who is capable of inspiring 
it? Oh love! I am all love. I cannot exist without love! My soul — 
my mortal frame — all my thoughts and affections, all that which I 
am, transfigures itself into one sole sentiment of love, and that senti- 
ment will last eternally.” 

Some readers of Emilia’s letters may feel, as Mary Shelley did, 
that they are excessive and emotionally unbalanced. Neverthe- 
less, they are remarkably like many passages in Shelley’s letters 
and poems. Mary’s deficiency of sympathy with this side of 
Emilia was also a lack of sympathy for one of the most powerful 
springs in her husband’s character. She recognized the phenom- 
enon for what it was, or she would never have continued her 
friendship for Emilia for months after the writing of Epipsychid- 
ion, but she was innately incapable of the same feeling, and 
thought it slightly ridiculous. “ Shelley’s Italian Platonics ” was 
her phrase for it shortly afterwards — an admirable critical 
phrase, but definitely superior and patronizing. Had Epipsy- 
chidion been written before the death of Clara Shelley, it might 
have been addressed to Mary, for even in the extreme enthu- 
siasm of the poem Shelley paid tribute to her for qualities he 
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knew Emilia lacked. But the quality that Mary lacked and 
Emilia possessed was paramount at the moment and actually 
did produce more spiritual kinship while it reigned than Shelley 
ever felt for Mary or anyone else. No one can read Emilia’s 
letters, and particularly her essay, taking them at face value, as 
Shelley did, and deny their utter kinship, almost identity, with 
, a vital part of Shelley. Shelley’s poem is the expression of the 
frustrated, impossible longing of a whole life, miraculously come 
true: 

I never thought before my death to see 

Youth’s vision thus made perfect, Emily. (41-2) 


Spousel Sister! Angel! Pilot of the Fate 
Whose course has been so starless! Oh too late 
Beloved! O too soon adored, by me! 

For in the fields of immortality 

My spirit should at first have worshipped thine, 

A divine presence in a place divine. ( 130-5 ) 


We — are we not formed, as notes of music are 
For one another, though dissimilar? ( 142-3 ) 

We need not pause over the initial somewhat sentimentalized 
sympathy with Emilia merely as beauty and innocence op- 
pressed. Shelley would have done as much for anyone; his last 
essay of the sort had been to defend a blacksmith’s apprentice 
from a gentleman with an umbrella, the irate Colonel Finch. 
The central point is spiritual affinity. From this everything else 
in the poem proceeds — the rehearsal of Shelley’s spiritual his- 
tory leading up to this overwhelming discovery, the outbmrsts 
of adoration, the attempted reconciliation of the discovery with 
the positions of Mary and Claire in Shelley’s actual life, the 
escape from actual life in a purely ideal elopement, and the 
epilogue, again suggesting the non-physical quality of “ true ” 
Love and gently urging Mary and his other intimates to abandon 
erroneous opinions and join the poet as true guests of Love. 




1821 ] Epipsychidion 

For one brief, intense moment, Shelley had seen Intellectual 
Beauty in the flesh: 

Seraph of Heaven! too gentle to be human, 

Veiling beneath that radiant form of Woman 
All that is insupportable in thee 
Of light, and love, and immortality! 

Sweet Benediction in the eternal Curse! 

Veiled Glory of this lampless Universe! 

Thou Moon beyond the clouds! Thou living Form 
Among the Dead! Thou Star above the Storm! 

Thou Wonder, and thou Beauty, and thou Terror! (21-9) 

This was far more intense adoration than anyone had stirred 
in Shelley before, but he could not be content without returning 
to the theme: 

In her mild lights the starry spirits dance, 

The sun-beams of those wells which ever leap 
Under the lightnings of the soul — too deep 
For the brief fathom-line of thought or sense. 

The glory of her being, issuing thence, 

Stains the dead, blank, cold air with a warm shade 
Of unentangled intermixture, made 
By Love, of light and motion; one intense 
Diffusion, one serene Omnipresence, 

Whose flowing outlines mingle in their flowing 
Around her cheeks and utmost fingers glowing 
With the unintermitted blood, which there 
Quivers, ( as in a fleece of snow-like air 
The crimson pulse of living morning quiver, ) 
Continuously prolonged, and ending never. 

Till they are lost, and in that Beauty furled 
Which penetrates and clasps and fills the world; 

Scarce visible from extreme loveliness. (87-104) 


The difficulties which make Epipsychidion such a nightmare 
to the literalist all lie outside its relatively clear main signifi- 
cance. Shelley declared boldly ( 148-59 ) his repudiation of the 
modem view that love should be limited strictly to one person, 

259 



Epipsychidion — “ True Love * 


[1821 


consigning all others, “ though fair and wise,” to “ cold oblivion.” 
This statement is followed by the famous passage beginning: 

True love in this difiEers from gold and clay. 

That to divide is not to take away. 

Love is like understanding, that grows bright. 

Gazing on many truths. (160-3) 

To take these declarations as a repetition of the anti-matrimonial 
thesis of Queen Mab is easy, but fallacious, even though an 
earlier draft for this passage reads “ free love ” for “ true love.” 
It is the old position applied to ideal instead of physical love, 
and describes no more than the situation in which Shelley was 
living as he wrote. He was simply asserting a belief that to love 
Mary for her qualities and to love Emilia with a different kind 
of love for totally different qualities did not detract from either 
love. It could be nothing else without violating the clear logic 
of the poem’s general meaning. Coming as it does immediately 
after the “ Spouse! Sister! Angel! ” passage, it may be some- 
thing of a justification of that passage to Mary. 

This interpretation is further borne out by an examination of 
Shelley’s phrase “ true love.” The phrase, like the word “ witch ” 
in " The Witch of Atlas,” runs counter to conventional English 
usage. The poem itself is the clearest possible demonstration 
that by " true love ” Shelley meant ideal love. In his mind as 
he wrote, if not actually before his eyes, was Emilia’s little essay 
describing ideal love and calling it true love {II vera A mo). 
Possibly Shelley was unconsciously translating, as^ fEe^ case 
of his “ witch.” But he had implied the distinction between love 
and true love before and was to do so later. To Claire he had 
written that he did not love Emilia “ as you use the word love,” 
and to another he was to write soon, 

I can give not what men call love. 

But wilt thou accept not 
The worship . . . 

proceeding thence to a fine expression of ideal love as described 
in Epipsychidion.*^ One of Shelley’s letters shows that he ex- 
pected many readers to pervert the poem’s meaning by turning 

260 



1821] 


Epipsychidion as Autobiography 


“ sweet food into poison.” Unconsciously he aided many of 
them in doing so by using in a new and peculiar sense the phrase 
“ true love,” which since ballad times has been a conventional 
phrase for faithful love of the usual kind. 

In one of the rejected passages of the poem Shelley expressed 
some glee at the baffling quality of the poem for “ dull pedants.” 
For this different type of misinterpreter he may have had spe- 
cially in mind the autobiographic part of the poem, which 
furnishes much of the poem’s obscurity. That the poem is an 
idealized history of what Shelley was and had been we have 
Shelley’s own word to John Gisborne.®* And in lines 319-20 of 
the poem we have his declared intention of being obscme in 
tracing his own spiritual history. Because this section of the 
poem is professedly both autobiographical and obscure it must 
be explored by the biographer with particular care, despite Shel- 
ley’s gibe at “ dull pedants.” 

The supernatural Being to whom Shelley dedicated his youth- 
ful search need puzzle no one. The passage (lines 190-^5) is 
far too Suggestive of Alastor and the “ Hymn to Intellectual 
Beauty ” to indicate any other divinity than Intellectual Beauty. 
There are similarities also to the poem to Mary used as the 
introduction to The Revolt of Islam. Shelley’s awakening fo^ 
his miss ion to fight tyranny and his recognition of Intellectual 
Beauty were really only two aspects of the same experience,^ 
both growing out of his childhood’s intense capacity for sym- 
pathy and longing for sympathy. The attempt to realize this 
vision in human form is also similar to Alastor, where the woman 
of his vision is followed as if she were human. 

Before he mentions his experience with the “ many mortal 
forms ” in which he had sought to realize Intellectual Beauty, 
or Love, Shelley speaks first of “ One whose voice was venomed 
melody” and whose “touch was as electric poison” (lines 
256 ff . ) . It is difficult to apply this phrase to either Elizabeth 
Hitchener or Harriet Westbrook, apparently the only parallel 
possibilities in Shelley’s life. Nor is it necessary to do so, for 
the natural presumption should be that Shelley is not here re- 
ferring to any person in his own life. It is not until several lines 
later that he begins seeking his ideal “ in many mortal forms.” 

261 




Epipsychidion as Autobiography 


[1821 


This earlier form, like his ideal, must be an immortal form, a 
false ideal, which for a time he followed in his youth and whose 
“electric poison” was spiritual poison only.*^ It could have 
been a reference to his early subjection to rationalistic philos- 
ophy, except that there is elsewhere no sign that he regarded 
his earlier beliefs with revulsion. It could have been an early 
worship of Life instead of Perfection, or it could have been 
Venus Pandemos (Earthly Love) as opposed to Venus Urania 
( Spirifa;^ Lo ve ) . Shelley haST first intended to call his auto- 
biographical “ Prince Athanase ” “ Pandemos and Urania and 
in “ Una Favola ” ( 1820) he had written a little prose allegory 
— also partly autobiographical — turning upon a similar con- 
trast between Life ( or imperfection ) and Death ( or perfection ) 
as false and true loves. It is of course possible that Shelley as- 
sociated Harriet Westbrook with the love of Venus Pandemos. 

Next come the “ many mortal forms ” in which the poet sought 
his ideal and fotmd only disillusion: 

I And some were fair — but beauty dies away: 

Others were wise — but honeyed words betray: 

And One was true — oh! why not true to me? 

’* 

There is not enough definite detail in the first two lines for any- 
thing like positive identification. In the first category one thinldP' 
of Harriet Westbrook and possibly of Cornelia Turner; in the 
second, of Elizabeth Hitchener and Mrs. Boinville, though Shel- 
ley seems never to have expressed any disappointment in the 
latter. The third person, however, can hardly be any but Har- 
riet Grove. In an earlier autobiographical fragment Shelley 
’refers to her in almost the same language as “ dear, but false to 
me.” This was his attitude in life toward Harriet Grove and to 
no other person whom he idealized. 

The next person introduced is treated at length (lines 277- 
320 ) in comparison with the Moon, her influence over the poet’s 
spirit being likened throughout to the various natural influences 
of the moon. Here the obscurity is not with the identification, 
but with the treatment. After Shelley’s death, in her journal 
for October 5, 1822, Mary Shelley accepted the identification: 

“ — and then, maybe, I may join him. Moonshine may be imited 
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to her planet and wander no more, a sad reflection of all she 
loved on earth.” This character, unlike the others, is not again 
dismissed. After Emilia is recognized as the impersonation of 
his vision Shelley invites her as the Sun and Mary as the Moon 
to share the control of his destiny. Without question, then, the 
Moon is Mary, and she is not a discarded influence, even in the 
ecstasy of idealizing Emilia. But Shelley’s account of Mary’s 
influence is so puzzling that it demands careful analysis. Pro- 
fessedly (line 319) it concerns a buried chapter of Shelley’s life. 

In the beginning of this autobiographical passage Mary’s 
advent into Shelley’s life is hailed as enthusiastically as it was 
in the tribute to her used as the introductory poem to Laon and 
Cythna. She resembled his Vision as the Moon resembled the 
Sun — that is, she was the reflection of his Vision, but without 
its warmth. A few lines describe the Moon as “ the cold chaste 
Moon,” whose “ soft, yet icy flame ” “ warms not but illumines.” 
As the Moon hid the night from its own darkness, Mary is de- 
scribed as having hidden Shelley until all was bright. Like 
Endymion in his subjection to the Moon, Shelley was laid asleep, 
“ spirit and limb,” “ within a chaste, cold bed.” This time there 
can be no doubt — Mary’s influence is described as chaste and 
cold. He was neither alive nor dead; that is, he was experiencing 
neither the fullness of complete love nor its absence, but was 
Uving in a trance-like illusion. 

Whatever the meaning of this passage in terms of Shelley’s 
life with Mary, it is of all things least likely to be physical, both 
because it was not true physically and because Shelley has given 
evidence again and again, both in the poem and out of it, that 
Epipsychidion is the history of spiritual, not physical love. This 
being true, what else can Shelley mean but that his life with 
Mary was at first happy, a genuine “ deliverance ” from his sor- 
rows, and that he was “ asleep ” to the fact that complete sym- 
pathy was lacking? The chasteness and coldness was spiritual 
and was not at first perceived because of tlie intense brightness 
of the intellectual light which Mary shed upon him. How in- 
tense Shelley felt this light to be is clear from letters to Hogg and 
Mary shortly after his elopement, acknowledging himself Mary’s 
inteUectual inferior. In actual life, before meeting apparently 
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complete sympathy in Emilia, Shelley came to a poignant reali- 
zation of Mary’s defective sympathies, and made bitter record 
of it in “ Julian and Maddalo.” 

An even more obscure passage follows Shelley’s discovery 
that with Mary he has not fully experienced either Death or 
Life: 

What storms then shook the ocean of my sleep. 

Blotting that Moon, whose pale and waning lips 
Then shrank as in the sickness of eclipse; 

And how my soul was as a lampless sea. 

And who was then its Tempest; and when She, 

The Planet of that hour, was quenched, what frost 
Crept o’er those waters, till from coast to coast 
The moving billows of my being fell 
Into a death of ice, immovable; — 

And then — what earthquakes made it gape and split, 

The white Moon smiling all the while on it. 

These words conceal: — If not, each word would be 
The key of staunchless tears. Weep not for me! (307-20) 

This is professedly autobiography, and professedly cryptic. 
The period it describes must be subsequent to the summer of 
1817, when Shelley wrote his introductory poem to Loon and 
Cythna, his earlier spiritual autobiography. In that poem Mary 
was still his perfect “ deliverance ” and he was still “ asleep,” 
without then knowing it, to her inability to furnish the complete 
sympathy he sought. When Shelley awoke to this deficiency we 
have already seen in our discussion of “ Julian and Maddalo.” 
That poem, if any poem ever did, records a spiritual storm, and 
a storm in which Mary was “ blotted.” Also, like the present 
passage, it is autobiography that Shelley thought concealed. 
Shelley’s life between 1817 and 1821 is too well known for the 
storms he described to have been anything except those fol- 
lowing Clara Shelley’s death and repeated possibly after the 
death of William Shelley. Under these blows, it is a known fact 
that Mary’s spirits “ shrank as in the sickness of eclipse,” and 
Shelley’s soul was often “ as a lampless sea.” 

The identity of the Tempest and the Planet is not so certain, 
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because the lines in which they are mentioned do not absolutely 
exclude any one of three possible meanings. The sentence is 
phrased so vaguely that the Tempest and the Planet might be 
the same, or the Planet might be Mary (for in Shelley’s astron- 
omy the moon was a planet) or a person otherwise unknown. 
If we try to resolve this difficulty from the known facts of Shel- 
ley’s life in 1819 and 1820, Sophia Stacey must be considered 
a possibility, though there is no indication that she was ever 
“ quenched ” or in fact that Shelley ever idealized her to any- 
thing like the extent implied in the passage. In an earlier chap- 
ter we have seen that not even all of the few poems with which 
her name is associated were inspired by her. Mary was never 
“ quenched,” for Shelley says the “ white Moon ” continued 
smiling. Nor could Mary, for the same reason, be a planet only 
“ of that hour.” 

But Elena Adelaide Shelley, whose life was concealed just as 
Shelley says the trutli behind these allusions is concealed, might 
well have been a Tempest in the life of Shelley and Mary. She 
alone was definitely “ quenched,” and her influence could most 
properly be limited to “ that hour.” The “ frost ” which at her 
death aflfiicted Shelley’s spirits may be inferred from Shelley’s 
words at the time: “ It seems as if the destruction that is con- 
suming me were as an atmosphere which wrapt and infected 
everything connected with me — An ounce of civet good apoth- 
ecary to sweeten this dunghill of a world.” Elena Adelaide 
fits into the pattern of the passage and of Shelley’s life far better 
than any other known person, but she conforms ratlier badly to 
the pattern set by Shelley’s other Incarnate Sympathies. Against 
this may be set the known fact that she entered his life at the 
precise moment when the need of sympathy was most des- 
perately felt. 

The earthquakes that split the ice-pack of the poet’s frozen 
spirit are hard to explain because it is not clear whether they 
are to be regarded as further catastrophes or a deliverance. If 
the former, one thinks of the troubles in 1820 over Godwin and 
Paolo Foggi;if the latter, one thinks of the appearance of Emilia. 
On the whole it would seem that the earthquakes were internal 
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rather than external forces and were an agency of deliverance. 
At any rate Emilia immediately appears, “ Soft as an Incarnation 
of the Sun,” and Shelley hails her by name as 

. . . the Vision veiled from me 
So many years. 

Emilia and Mary are then given complete dominion of the 
poet’s spirit as “ twin Spheres of light.” They are to rule with 
“ alternate sway ” his day and night, and their influence is to 
be “ equal, yet unlike.” If Mary Shelley, an exclusive and pos- 
sessive wife by nature, resented Shelley’s burning tributes to 
Emilia and their terribly frank implications, here was a tribute 
which she could value more justly than many subsequent critics 
have done, and her actions indicate that she did. In the very 
ecstasy of recognizing his most perfect Incarnate Sympathy 
Shelley, for the first time in his life, admitted the equal sway 
of his former ideal. Under similar circumstances seven years 
earlier he had eloped with Mary, offering Harriet only a friendly 
sympathy similar to that offered Claire in Epipsychidion. The 
proposed partnership of Mary and Emilia in his life was little 
more than an intensification of Emilia’s own attitude. It was 
not Shelley alone, but “ tua famiglia,” that she had protested her 
desire to follow to the ends of the earth. 

Quite in line with Emilia’s words, Shelley invited Claire, 
Emilia’s "mia bella Chiara,” to “float into our azure heaven 
again.” For Emilia, as for Shelley, Claire was a part of the circle, 
and Claire was the only person once a part of an “ azure heaven ” 
including Emilia who could have been invited back “ again.” 
Claire and Emilia had been in correspondence ever since Claire’s 
retinii to Florence. Shelley’s letters to Claire show that Emilia 
was contantly asking about her, and they also repeat Shelley’s 
own desire for her presence. Claire had not been alluded to in 
the preceding spiritual autobiography,*® nor was she given equal 
dominion with Emilia and Mary, but she was offered the loving 
sympathy of the three others. The Comet of the following lines 
must without a doubt indicate Claire Clairmont: 

Thou too, O Comet beautiful and fierce 
Who drew the heart of this frail Universe 
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Toward thine own; till, wreckt in that convulsion. 
Alternating attraction and repulsion. 

Thine went astray and that was rent in twain; 

Oh, float into our azure heaven again! (368-73) 

Here is the same terrible frankness with which Mary had 
been treated. In the autumn of 1814 and the spring and sum- 
mer of 1815 the journals of Claire and Mary, as we have seen 
earlier, indicate pretty clearly a state of “ alternating attraction 
and repulsion ” between Shelley and Claire. Whether on Shel- 
ley s part this was more than his regular half-motherly, half- 
brotherly affection seems doubtful, but on Claire’s part it was 
attended by distinct emotional disturbance. Shelley complained 
of her perverse “ incapacity for the slightest degree of friend- 
ship ” and added some moralizing on “ the danger of giving way 
to trivial sympathies,” which may have been intended as a 
warning to himself. That it was not entirely unneeded is in- 
dicated by his ability in 1817, in such poems as “ To Constantia 
Singing,” partly to idealize Claire as she sang. The attractive 
and repulsive sides of Claire had been gently stated to her by 
Shelley himself in the spring of 1816, in words that Claire re- 
peated to Byron. 

Against this backgroimd it must be evident that the lines 
just quoted constitute a surprising autobiographical revelation. 
They seem to state Shelley’s opinion that Claire’s liaison with 
Byron was a reaction from a frustrated love for himself. All 
trace of the liaison with Byron, including naturally its effects on 
the emotions of Shelley and Mary, was excluded from their 
journals, but Shelley could not have avoided a deep sense of 
grief at the spiritual infidelity of one of his disciples. He can 
be speaking of nothing else when he speaks of Claire’s heart 
as going “ astray ” and his own as being “ rent in twain ” by that 
fact. It was at this moment that, according to Medwin, a new 
feminine disciple enlisted under his banner and followed him 
to Switzerland. This mythical person, stepping promptly into 
Claire’s place, has been discussed in earlier chapters. In her 
second appearance, at Naples, she would seem to be a deliberate 
revival for the purpose of diverting Medwin’s curiosity, but in 
her first appearance she may have been genuine in Shelley’s 
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mind, a wish-fulfilment like the elopement in Epipsychidion. 

The imaginary elopement of Shelley and Emilia provides 
none of the veiled autobiography which has detained us so long 
with the poem. Beautiful as it is, it throws the poem out of 
proportion, occupying more than two hundred of its six hundred 
and four lines. Its inconsistency with the rest of the poem in its 
ignoring of Mary has already been observed. This fact suggests 
that it was added, like the fourth act of Prometheus Unbound, 
because Shelley was too much absorbed in his poem to quit it. 

Still another circumstance turns this possibility into a prob- 
ability. As we have seen, Shelley regarded the poem as a spirit- 
ual autobiography. The autobiography ends naturally with the 
recognition of Emilia as the realization of Shelley’s ideal, and 
the establishment of an “ azure heaven ” with Emilia, Mary, and 
Claire. Immediately following this we encounter the following 
lines: 

Lady mine. 

Scorn not these flowers of thought, the fading birth 
Which from its heart of hearts that plant puts forth 
Whose fruit, made perfect by thy sunny eyes. 

Will be as of the trees.of Paradise. (383-7) 

Here the poem should end if it is a spiritual autobiography, as 
Shelley asserted. On the contrary, however, this passage is fol- 
lowed by more than two hundred lines describing the imaginary 
elopement with Emilia — lines in which Mary, an integral part 
of the poem hitherto, is ignored in a manner contradictory to 
the sentiments expressed earlier in the poem. Let us now com- 
pare the lines just quoted with the beginning of the poem. The 
poem begins: 

Sweet Spiritl Sister of that orphan one. 

Whose empire is the name thou weepest on. 

In my heart’s tem||| I suspend to thee 
These votive wreaths of \yithered memory. 

■ \9 

No more exact return to this opening passage could have been 
written than the lines already quoted as the natural conclusion 
to the poem. Artistically, as well as logically, these lines form 
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such a perfect conclusion that it is very diflBcu 
were not at one stage so intended. The long 
ment was an addition imperfectly welded to a poem already 
artistically and logically complete. 

Emiha, when she wrote her essay on Love, had never read 
Plato’s Symposium and perhaps not Dante’s Vita Nuova and 
Divine Comedy. Shelley was an adept in all three and had al- 
ready developed his idea of Love, largely on these bases, before 
he saw Emilia’s essay. Epipsychidion and its Advertisement 
contain a number of echoes from Dante, and Shelley’s own 
translation of Plato’s Symposium furnishes one of the best com- 
mentaries on his poem — though Plato might have been a little 
surprised at the intense passion blazing forth from his cahn and 
beautiful philosophy. 


t to supposl^ 
imaginary elo^“ 


Emilia Viviani had only begun to learn English and hence 
could not read the poem she had inspired. There is no evidence 
that she ever saw it, but it is to be presumed that Shelley read 
it to her, translating as he read. Although Trelawny’s belief that 
the poem was first written in Italian is fantastic, there is evidence 
that Shelley set about making an Italian translation of the poem, 
presumably for Emilia.®^ 

By early May, Ollier had published a small edition of Epi- 
psychidion, adding a hundred or more to Shelley’s suggested 
one hundred copies. It did not pass quite unnoticed, as most 
of Shelley’s editors and biographers have stated, but received 
three reviews.’* The Brighton Gossip on June 23 expressed high 
admiration for the poet’s talents and closed the poem “ with a 
pang of regret that his mind should be harassed and wasted ” 
by such impracticable and unsocial ideas. Shortly afterwards 
(July 14) it published a longer article in which a gentleman of 
conventional taste dissected the poem for a sentimental girl who 
admired it, demonstrating with easy good humour that its im- 
agery was perfectly anarchic. There is no evidence that Shel- 
ley was aware of either of these notices or the one in Black- 
wood’s Magazine the following February. The latter would 'un- 
doubtedly have amused him, for in one of the rejected passages 
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min^e poem he enjoyed the prospect of seeing its reviewers 
perplexed by “ all sorts of scandals.” The writer of this review 
was generously appreciative of the poem’s “ delicious beauty ” 
in the parts not obscured by “ impenetrable mysticism,” but he 
took its object to be a defence of marrying one’s sister, and 
evidently attributed it to Byron. The latter error was corrected 
in a footnote signed by Christopher North, who said that none 
but “ the unfortunate Mr. Shelley ” was capable of “ wasting 
such poetry on such a theme.” 

Even as Epipsychidion was being written Shelley was con- 
scious of gossip about his relations with Emilia. In a town of 
eighteen thousand people an eccentric foreigner, a married man, 
too, does not without notice pay such particular attention to 
the beautiful young daughter of the Governor of the entire 
district. One of the passages rejected from the completed poem 
refers to this local interest, saying that some believe Emilia a 
“ familiar spirit ” and others “ Hint that, though not my wife, you 
are a woman.” In another such passage he refers to those, evi- 
dently among his circle, “ who taunt me with your love,” What- 
ever rumours existed continued throughout the spring and sum- 
mer and until Emilia’s marriage on September 8. Shortly before 
that date, as will appear later, Emilia’s family required her to 
terminate her intimacy with Shelley and his family. If Mary 
Shelley knew of the rumours, which is probable, the knowledge 
made no difference in her consistently friendly treatment of 
Emilia. As early as May, however, even while continuing their 
friendship vdth Emilia, both Mary and Claire clearly regarded 
it as a misfortune. Early in that month, while trying to dissuade 
Claire from a wild attempt to rescue Allegra from Byron, Mary 
argued that spring had always been an unlucky season, and 
instanced Emilia as an imlucky element in the present spring.** 


On the day before sending Epipsychidion to his publish^Shel- 
ley wrote a letter to Peacock which showed that he had another 
literary enterprise also in mind. He had just received Peacock’s 
letter of December 4 stating his view that poetry had become so 
debased that it should no longer be written or read by anyone 
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with intellectual qualifications. Some time earlier Shelley had 
received Peacockis essay: “The Four Ages of Poetry,” which 
appeared in 1820 in Ollier’s promising shortlived new journal, 
the Literary Miscellany. 's^ete he found the same views ex- 
pressed. With Peacock’s views of particular poets, especially 
Barry Cornwall, Shelley cordially agreed, but the attack upon 
poetry itself excited him to “ a sacred rage,” as he now informed 
Peacock. “ I had the greatest possible desire to break a lance 
with you, within the lists of a magazine, in honour olnav mistress 
U jaftia^ ut God willed that I should be too lazy.”^his, he 
added with good-humoured irony, deprived PeacoElTof a ready 
victory, “ since first having unhorsed poetry, and the universal 
sense of the wisest in all ages, an easy conquest would have re- 
mained to you in me, the knight of the shield of shadow and the 
lance of gossamere.” In fact, Shelley had already promised 
Ollier to write such a paper, and on February 22 he again 
promised to deliver the essay, “ within a week.” After another 
postponement, caused by the essay s growth beyond its original 
conception, he sent the manuscript to Ollier on March 20. 
Mary’s journal shows that she was copying it for Shelley on 
March 12, and from March 14 to 20 inclusive. 

Mary made an extra copy for Peacock, which was sent to him 
on March 21, with the hope that Peacock would not find its 
views in utter disagreement with his own : “ But read and judge; 
and do not let us imitate the great founders of the picturesque. 
Price and Payne Knight, who, like two ill-trained beagles, be- 
gan snarling at each other when they could not catch the hare.” 

The manuscript sent to Ollier was complete in itself, but was 
intended only as the first part of an essay., in three instalments. 
Before it could be published, however, the Liter cmy Miscellany 
discontinued, hence the other parts were neter. written.®^ 
(There had been other famous essays on poetry in English 
before Shelley’s, notably Sir Philip Sidney’s Apologie for Poetrie 
( c. 1581 ) and Wordsworth’s Preface to Lyrical Balled ( 1800 ) . 
To both of these Shelley’s essay shows some relationship, as 
it does also to Plato’s Ion. These similarities, however, are only 
incidental to Shelley’s reading habits; he was familiar with all 
three and he had only recently been reading the Ion and the 
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Apologie for Poetrie.*^ A poet, as he once said to the Gisbomes, 
unconsciously takes some of his tone from the books he feeds 
on.** But far more important than any such incidental colouring 
is the fact that the “ Defence of Poetry,” like Prometheus Un- 
bound and Epipsychidion, is a homogeneous and intensely uni- 
fied expression of Shelley’s own character and views. For this 
reason, as well as for its high literary value, it requires somewhat 
detailed consideration in any estimate of the man and his works. 

Shelley’s first concern in the essay is to inquire into the founda- 
tion and nature of poetry.\Imagination, as di.stinguished from 
reason, he defines as mental action which synthesizes rather 
than analyses; it is an active, creative agent, as compared with 
reason, which is the mere instrument employed by the agent. 
Poetry is the “ ex pression of the imagination.” Thus Shelley laid 
a definite psychological foundation that is only implied in the 
other two essays. Like Sidney, Shelley then proceeds to show 
the antiquity and universality of poetry, but where Sidney is 
most concerned to show by this means the power of poetry, 
Shelley’s object is to suggest the nature and basis of that power. 

Children and savages, Shelley continues, seek by voice and 
motion to imitate and prolong pleasurable impressions; their 
actions in so doing fall into natural rhythms; and their very 
language, imtil it is dulled by later mechanical repetition, is 
“ vitally metaphorical ” and is in itself poetry. The poet is merely 
he who possesses this re-creative faculty most fully. “ To be a 
poet is to apprehend the true and the beautiful, the good which 
exists in the relation . . . between existence and perception 
and . . . between perception and expression.” Thus in the 
most elemental sense all artists are poets to the extent that 
they “ima^e and express this indestructible order.” So also 
were the eiw^ lawmakers, inventors, and religious teachers, for 
the same reason. Like Sidney, Shelley comments on the ancient 
identity of prophet and poet, and even carries the point further: 

For he [the poet] not only beholds intensely the present as it is, and 
discovers those laws according to which present things ought to be 
ordered, but he beholds the future in the present, and his thoughts 
are the germs of the flower and the fruit of latest time. ... A poet 
participates in the eternal, the infinite, and the one. . . . 
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Turning to poetry in its narrower and more modem sense, 
S helley defines it as imagination expressed in language usuaUy 
metrical. Like Sidney he holds that metre is not an absolute_ 
essential and that such men as Plato and Herodotus are poets 
in many passages of so-called prose. Because language is a 
more flexible and durable medium than stone, paint, motion, or 
sound, Shelley regards poetry in this restricted sense as superior 
to the other arts whose expression is also poetry in the broader, 
more elemental meaning of the word. 

Having defined poetry in a more social sense and far more 
basically than either Sidney or Wordsworth, Shelley proceeds 
to examine its effects upon society. This is the main purpose of 
his essay; it occupies two-thirds of its bulk, comprises Shelley’s 
defence against the only two attacks that he notices (as against 
four considered by Sidney ) , and involves a disproportionately 
long historical view of poetry as an enlightening agent. 

Sir Philip Sidney had argued against the moral objection to 
poetry expressed in Plato’s Republic, asserting that though in- 
dividual poets might be open to this criticism, poetry itself was 
not; that the good in poetry far outweighed the evil; and that 
Plato’s praise of poetry in the Ion as something divine proved 
that the passage in his Republic was not aimed at poetry, but 
at bad poets. Shelley meets the same argument on other and 
unique grounds. The criticism is based, he says, on a misunder- 
standing of the way in which poetry produces the moral im- 
provement of humanity. Unlike ethical science, which acts di- 
dactically, poetry “ acts in another and diviner manner ” by 
awakening and enlarging the mind itself; it “ lifts the veil from 
the hidden beauty of the world, and makes familiar objects be 
as if they were not familiar.” In the following passage, explain- 
ing clearly how poetry “ lifts the veil,” Shelley reveals not only 
the heart of his “ defence,” but also the guiding principle of his 
own conduct as a poet: 

The great secret of morals is love; or a going out of our own nature, 
and an identification of ourselves with the beautiful which exists in 
thought, action, or person, not our own. A man, to be greatly good, 
must imagine intensely and comprehensively; he must put himself 
in the place of another and of many others; the pains and pleasures 
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of his species must become his own. The great instrument of moral 
good is the imagination; and poetry administers to the eflFect by 
acting upon the c^u^^ Poetry enlarges the circumference of the 
imagination by replenishing it with thoughts of ever new delight, 
which have the power of attracting and assimilating to their own 
nature all other thoughts, and which form ngy intervals and inter- 
stices whose void for ever craves fresh food^Poetry strengthens that 
faculty which is the organ of the moral natuteTJf man, in the same 
manner as exercise strengthens a limb. A poet therefore would do 
ill to embody his own conceptions of right and wrong, which are 
usually those of his place and time, in his poetical creations, which 
participate in neitifS^y this assumption of the inferior ofiBce of 
interpreting the effect, in which perhaps after all he might acquit 
himself but imperfectly, he would resign the glory in a participation 
in the cause. 

This argument returns logically to Shelley’s initial demon- 
stration that poetry in its broad elemental sense is the language 
of the imagination and that poetry in its more restricted sense 
is the most powerful form of imaginative expression. If these 
positions are true, the argument would seem to be closed. One 
understands at least why Shelley wrote in the Preface^o Prome- 
theus Unbound: “ didactic poetry is my abhorrence^^and why 
Claire Clairmont listed didactic poetry as one of die three things 
he hated most — the others being institutional Christianity and 
Lord Eldon.^° 

But Shelley was far from closing the argument with this 
demonstration. He believed that history supported the position 
he had just stated. Almost a third of his essay is devoted to a 
rapid survey of history from Greek times to his own, showing 
that poetry, at least in its broader sense, has always attended 
every great awakening of the human spirit. His greatest en- 
thusiasm, naturally, was lavished upon the Greeks; his least upon 
the Romans, where his position was most difficult to maintain. 
The poetry of the Romans, however, was to be found in their 
laws and institutions. Even Christianity, in its original pmrity, 
was to Shelley a great imaginative, or poetic, movement, and 
deserved credit for eliminating the one great blot of Greek 
civilization — the servile state of women. His own age seemed 
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also an age of great poetry, and it must therefore be the be- 
ginning of another great awakening of the human spirit. It 
mattered little that particular poets at particular times might 
seem in some of their works to be bad men or bad influences. 
The poet, as he was to maintain later in the essay, was not al- 
ways quite conscious of what he was doing; he was not, in fact, 
quite identical with his poetry. Moreover, he was a creature of 
his own time and partook of its limitations. If he could really 
deliver his poem in the original purity in which he saw it him- 
self, the truth [like Intellectual Beauty] would be too powerful 
for. his contemporaries to perceive or accept., 

(^o some readers of the essay this histofical argument may 
seem too long and too elastic, but certainly not so to Shelley. 
To him it was a philosophy of history, the reason why, in spite 
of his great sensitiveness to the amount of evil in the world, he 
wore his ring with the motto “II buon tempo verrd.” Poetry, in 
the larger meaning Shelley gave it, would surely bring an awak- 
ening, it mattered little whether sooner or later, since it was 
certain. Thus Shell ey c ould wait for the world to understand 
Prometheus Unboundpii was in the nature of things that the 
“jury of his peers Impanelled from the selectest spirits of all 
time ” would eventually recognize merit. In his Philosophical 
View of Reform, a professedly practical treatise in which mere 
aesthetics had no place, Shelley developed precisely the same 
panoramic view of history as in the “ Defence of Poetry,” and 
lingered on the subject just as disproportionately. The two 
passages are quite similar. In the former he argued that great 
political and social awakenings were periodically inevitable 
and were always attended by a new life in the imaginative 
arts; he even felt confident that Germany was on the eve of 
such an awakening because her arts were already awake. His 
view of history was, in fact, dictated by a semi-mystical faith 
>^jich linked it to his theory of poetry. 

^Proceeding to the second alleged fault of poetry. Peacock’s 
ar^uinent that in the modem world it lacked utility, Shelley 
analysed the* real meaning of utility with a wisdom that is still 
insufficiently regarded. His doctrine had been foreshadowed, 
rather than anticipated, by Sir Philip Sidney’s shrewd, incidental 
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blow against the usurpation of the “ serving sciences/’l “ What- 
ever strengthens and purifies the affections, enlarges tn&IBTiagi- 
nation, and adds spirit to sense,” Shelley earnestly contended, 
is more useful than whatever ministers merely to creature com- 
forts, valuable as he conceded this lower form of utility to be. 
This hardly goes beyond Sir Philip Sidney, and had Shelley been 
writing in t he sixteenth century it is possibly as far as he would 
have gon^But since Sir Philip’s day, as Shelley had already 
pointeo’tSut in detail in his Philosophical View of Reform, a 
narrowing view of utility had brought England to the verge of 
spiritual and even physical bankruptcy. “ While the mechanist 
abridges and the political economist combines, labour,” Shelley 
now warned again, “ let them beware that their speculations, for 
want of correspondence with those first principles which belong 
to the imagination, do not tend, as they have in modem Eng- 
Imjld, to exasperate at once the extremes of luxury and want.” 

^ven more significant today than in 1821 is Shelley’s final 
pronouncement on the subject of “ utility 

y j^ej iave more moral, political, and historical wisdom than we 
knm^ow to reduce into practice; we have more scientific and eco- 
nomical knowledge than can be accommodated to the just distribu- 
tion of the produce which it multiplies. The poetry in these systems 
of thought, is concealed by the accumulation of facts and calculating 
processes. There is no want of knowledge respecting what is wisest 
and best in morals, government, and political economy, or at least, 
what is wiser and better than what men now practise and endure. 
But we let “ I dare not wait upon I would, like the poor cat in the 
adage.” We want the creative faculty to imagine that which we 
know; we want the generous impulse to act that which we imagine; 
we want the poetry of life: our calculations have outmn conception; 
we have eaten more than we can digest. The cultivation of those 
sciences which have enlarged the limits of the empire of man over 
the external world, has, for want of the poetical faculty, propor- 
tionally circumscribed those of the internal world; and man, having 
enslaved the elements, remains himself a slave. To what but a culti- 
vation of the mechanical arts in a degree disproportioned to the 
presence of the creative faculty, which is the basis of all knowledge, 
is to be attributed the abuse of all invention for abridging and com- 
bining labour, to the exasperation of the inequality of mankind? 
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From what other cause has it arisen that these inventions which 
should have lightened, have added a weight to the curse imposed 
on Adam? Thus Poetry, and the principle of Self, of which Money 
is t^ visible incarnation, are the God and Mammon of the world. 

. . f. The cultivation of poetry is never more to be desired than at 
pen ods w hen, from an excess of the selfish and calculating principle, 
the accumulation of the materials of external life exceed the quan- 
tity of the power of assimilating them to the internal laws of human 
nature. The body has then become too unwieldy for that which 
animates it./) 

Up to this point Shelley’s argument is finely idealistic, but 
also finely rational. His contention for the paramount utihty 
and the vital necessity of poetry in society is skilfully and reason- 
ably deduced from his distinction between imagination and 
reason. Sir Philip Sidney had reached similar conclusions by 
a fuller appeal to experience, examining the effects of poetry 
rather than the reason for the effects. So practical was Sidney’s 
point of view that he expressly declined to follow Plato’s dec- 
laration in the Ion that poetry was divine in its origin and opera- 
tion. But Shelley’s argument even when most rational carried 
also an overtone of mystical faith. Moreover, in many of its 
passages it conformed to his own definition of poetry in the 
broader sense by the nobility and imagination of its “vitally 
metaphorical ” language, appealing beyond reason to a tran- 
scendental, imaginative realization of the profound importance 
of poetry. “ A poet participates in the eternal, the infinite, and 
the one poetry “ acts in another and diviner manner poetry 
“ acts in a divine and unapprehended manner.” These phrases 
show clearly Shelley’s sympathy with Plato’s point of view in 
the Ion. It is significant that in acknowledging the receipt of 
Peacock’s essay Shelley remarked that he had not felt greatly 
dejected by its materialistic view of poetry, because he was 
reading Ion at the time. He somewhat dryly suggested that 
Peacock re-read it himself, as the refutation of his own argu- 
ments. 

In the end Shelley absorbs Plato’s view and makes it his own. 
“ Poetry is indeed something divine. It is at once the centre and 
circumference of knowledge; it is that which comprehends aV 
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science, and that to which all science must be referred.’^ Con- 
tinuing this tribute Shelley launches into a series of comparisons 
quitfrsuggestive of one he was to make soon afterwards of Lib- 
ert)!, which I quote from Hellas as another example of the unity 
of stmlley’s aesthetic and political philosophy: 

Yet were life a charnel where 
Hope lay coflSned with Despair; 

Yet were truth a sacred lie. 

Love were lust — 

If Liberty 

Lent not life its soul of light, 

Hope its iris of delight. 

Truth its prophet s robe to wear. 

Love its power to give and bear.^^ 

Stripped of its rhyme and metre, with “ Poetry ” substituted for 
" Liberty,” this passage could replace undetected the passage 
in the “ Defence of Poetry ” that it resembles. Nor would such 
a substitution in any degree violate the integrity of Shelley’s 
thought, for to him Liberty was the child, and Poetry the voice, 
ohthe imagination. 

(Bein g “ something divine,” poetry “ comprehends all science ” 
and “is at the same time the root and blossom of all other 
systems of thought.” From this position Shelley arrives logically 
enough at a prose counterpart of the verses I have just quoted: 
“ What were Virtue, Love, Patriotism, Friendship — what were 
the scenery of this beautiful Universe which we inhabit; what 
were our consolations on this side of the grave, and what were 
our aspirations beyond it, if Poetry did not ascend to bring light 
and fire from those eternal regions where the owl-winged faculty 
of calculation dare not ever soar? ” ** At this point it is clearly 
to be seen that poetry is to Shelley simply the voice of Intel- 
lectual Beauty, that Intellectual Beauty is itself the sum of all 
true Imagination conceivable and inconceivable, that the indi- 
vidual human imagination flows from this fountain and back 
into it and is the nearest human contact with the Divine. It is 
this contact, in Shelley’s view, that both stimulates Freedom 
and is stimulated by it. 
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Thenceforward, in a dozen repeated assertions whose appeal 
is more transcendental than rational, Shelley continually sug- 
gests the presence of divinity in poetry. It is “ the interpenetra- 
tion of~5 iJivrfitsr nature thfottglTSur^own it “ makes immortal 
all that is best an'J 'most "heauliful in' the world it “ redeems 
from decay the visitations of the divinity in Man “ it strips 
the veil of familiarity from the world, and lays bare the naked 
and sleeping beauty which is the spirit of its forms it “ de- 
feats the curse which binds us to be subjected to the accident 
of surrounding impressions it “ creates for us a being within 
our being ” and “ purges from our inward sight the film of 
familiarity which obscures from us the wonder of our being.” 

It is a consequence of th e immortal element in poetry that 
even the greate st.poet canno t compose^oetry to his pvvn order. 
•fle'E' an instrument through which poetry is produced, and an 
imperfect' msfrumeht at tnaf.’ "^TK'e most glorious poetry that 
has ever Beerf communicated to the world is probably a feeble 
shadow of the original conception of the Poet.” It is true of 
poetry in the narrower sense, and even truer of the plastic and 
pictorial arts, that the mind is “ incapable of accounting to itself 
for the origin, the gradations, or the media of the process.” The 
frequent recurrence of poetical power makes of the poet a 
superior man, and it is “ incontrovertible ” that, inasmuch as 
he is a poet, he is “ the wisest, the happiest, and the best ” of 
mankind. In the intervals of inspiration the poet becomes a 
man rather than a poet and may even be guilty of some of the 
sins that have been charged against individual poets. But even 
so, he is by nature “ more delicately organized than other men,” 
and hence the cruder vices, such as “cruelty, envy, revenge, 
and avarice,” have seldom been charged against the conduct 
of poets. 

At this point, after summarizing his essay, Shelley concludes 
with the statement: “i^oets are the unacknowledged legislators 
of the world.” So ful^ HaH^Fe'sbfe^e'dThe super-fatiorial ele- 
ment in poetry that he completely ignored a point made 
by Wordsworth with which he would certainly have agreed: 
namely, that a poet “ must have thought long and deeply.” Such 
long, deep thought was for Shelley a prerequisite to true in- 
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spiration, but by no means a substitute. In another respect also 
Shelley was closer to Wordsworth than he realized. The older 
poet had written, but not published, his definition of the Imag- 
ination as: \ 

I But another name for absolute power, 

I And clearest insight, amplitude of mind, 

I And Reason in her most exalted mood.^® 

Perhaps enough has already been said in the course of this 
analysis to show how thoroughly this essay is a part of Shelley’s 
life and thought. He had decided early in life that he had a 
paramoimt mission and somewhat later that it could best be 
accomplished through poetry. For years his reading and study 
had been constantly directed to this end. The nature of this 
preparation shows clearly that from the first he conceived 
of the poet as the “unacknowledged legislator of mankind” 
through his ability to “lift the veil from the hidden beauty 
of the world.” As early as June 5, 1811 he had read, and 
recommended to Elizabeth Kitchener, George Ensor’s discus- 
sion of poetry in his National Education (1811), which also re- 
gards poetry as the unacknowledged legislator of mankind. 
Politics and poetry had been allied in his practice long before 
he so regarded them in his “ Defence of Poetry.” He had stated 
the connection in his Philosophical View of Reform and clearly 
implied it in Prometheus Unbound and the “ Ode to Liberty.” 
More and more, poetry had become for Shelley a matter of the 
inspiring imagination rather than of didactic reason, until di- 
dactic poetry became one of his greatest abhorrences. The dis- 
tinction between the poet as a man and as the sometimes di- 
vinely inspired mouthpiece of Intellectual Beauty appeared in 
his letters as well as in this essay.^* His skylark, soaring into 
regions of light and fire, foreshadowed not only the idea but 
even to a slight degree the language of one of the passages 
quoted above in which Shelley emphasized the divine, super- 
rational quality of poetry. The greatest of all Shelley’s shorter 
poems, the “ Ode to the West Wind,” was his personal prayer 
that as a poet he might have his share in producing one of the 

280 




1821] 


The Cause of Freedom 


great human revolutions it was the function of poetry to pro- 
duce. The intensity of this desire ( which is also suggested by 
the conclusion of “ The Skylark ”) is the measure of his deep de- 
jection as he became convinced that his voice was failing to 
find an audience. It is psyehologically connected with his de- 
spondent self-portrait in Adonais, where he identifies his own 
fate with that of Keats, and it is a possible reason why in such 
poems as Prometheus Unbound he turned deliberately to a 
more distant audience of the “ highly refined imaginations ” of 
the “ more select ” readers. 


Except for the exciting episode of Emilia Viviani the spring 
of 1821 passed quietly enough for the Shelleys. On March 5 
they moved to new lodgings, Casa Aulla. Mary was still study- 
ing Greek and writing Valperga; and Shelley and Mary both 
were reading, though somewhat less than formerly.** After the 
departure of Medwin, Sgricci, and Pacchiani they still passed 
many more evenings with others than formerly. They were at 
home, as before, with the Masons. Henry Reveley called or 
dined occasionally, oblivious of the fact that Shelley no longer 
felt very cordial toward him. Count Taafe called frequently. 
So did Prince Mavrocordato, often with news of affairs in 
Greece. 

Austrian proclamations and marching armies now clearly 
foretold the doom of Neapolitan liberty. Shelley viewed the 
gathering storm with a clear vision, but would not abate his faith 
in freedom. " I need not tell you,” he informed Peacock, “ how 
little chance there is that the new and undisciplined levies of 
Naples should stand against a superior force of veteran troops. 
But the birth of liberty in nations abounds in examples of a re- 
versal of the ordinary laws of calculation.” It angered him that 
Sgricci and other Tuscans sneered at the Neapolitans as brutal 
and savage. So some of them were, he admitted, but they had 
been made so by the oppression they were now abolishing. 
What if the Austrians were well disciplined and strong? Such 
considerations, “if the Spirit of Regeneration is abroad, are 
chaff before the storm, the very elements and events will fight 
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against them, indignation and shameful repulse will bum after 
them to the valleys of the Alps.” The Austrians could and would 
win if they marched straight to Naples without serious check, 
but one real defeat would min them, “ for the good spirit of the 
World is out against them.” 

In Greece, however, freedom seemed prospering, as news 
arrived of local insurgent successes. On April 1 Mavrocordato 
called with news that made him “ as gay as a caged eagle just 
free.” Mary lost no time communicating it to Claire: 

Greece has declared its freedoml Prince Mavrocordato has made 
us expect this event for some weeks past. Yesterday he came rayon- 
nant de joie — he had been ill for some days, but he forgot all his 
pains. Ipselanti, a Greek general in the service of Russia, has col- 
lected together 10,000 Greeks and entered Wallachia, declaring the 
liberty of his country. The Morea — Epirus — Servia are in revolt. 
Greece will certainly be free. The worst part of this news to us is that 
our amiable prince will leave us — he will of course join his country- 
men as soon as possible — never did man r.ppear so happy — yet he 
sacrifices his family — fortune — everything to the hope of freeing his 
country.*® 

The same ardour overflowed into a note which she immedi- 
ately dispatched to Mavrocordatos lodgings, offering to sur- 
render the remaining Greek lessons due her to the great cause of 
Greek freedom. Mavrocordato accepted, with strong gratitude 
for her generous sentiments and for his happy association with 
her and her husband.*® 


On January 16 Medwin’s friends the Williamses had arrived at 
Pisa, and they immediately became a part of the Shelleys’ circle. 
Very soon tlxey were dining together, walking together, and 
visiting each other several times a week. Like Medwin, the 
Williamses accompanied the Shelleys at least once to call on 
Emilia Viviani. Lieutenant Edward Ellerker Williams was a 
half-pay lieutenant in the Eighth Dragoons, in the army of the 
East India Company. A year Shelley’s junior, he had been 
briefly at Eton in 1805, where Shelley may have seen him with- 
out recognizing one of the most congenial of his future friends. 
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His frank, lively countenance and manly good sense and good 
taste appealed to Shelley from the start. He was himself a writer 
and a fairly clever painter in water-colours. His common-law 
wife, Jane, was sister of General John Wheeler Cleveland, of 
the Madras Army. She had been deserted by a husband with 
whom she was unhappy, and had subsequently become the 
“ wife ” of Lieutenant Williams. When they reached Pisa the 
Williamses had one child, Edward Medwin, almost a year old. 
A second child, Rosalind, was born in Pisa on the 16th of March 
1821. 

Jane Williams was beautiful, sympathetic, and possessed of 
a pleasant singing voice. Her interests were quite domestic, and 
at first Shelley seems only to have tolerated her. “ W[illiams] I 
like,” Shelley informed Claire in May, “ and I have got recon- 
ciled to Jane.” 

Edward Williams had been acquainted with Shelley only 
about two months when he sent his friend Edward Trelawny 
the following impression: 

Shelley is certainly a man of most astonishing genius, in appear- 
ance extraordinarily young, of manners mild and amiable, but withal 
full of life and fun. His wonderful command of language, and the 
ease with which he speaks on what are generally considered ab- 
struse subjects, are striking; in short, his ordinary conversation is 
akin to poetry, for he sees things in the most singular and pleasing 
lights: if he wrote as he talks, he would be popular enough. Lord 
Byron and others think him by far the most imaginative poet of the 
day. The style of his lordship’s letters to him is quite that of a 
pupil. . . . 

Some months later Williams entered in his journal the opinion 
that Shelley was one of the greatest living English poets, and 
would be the greatest “ if he applied himself to human aflFec- 
tions.” 


There were few letters from England that spring. Peacock 
wrote once or twice rather briefly and generally. Godwin ( Janu- 
ary 30) wrote Mary a long, tranquil letter in which, obedient 
to Shelley’s stem warning, he omitted to attack Shelley and 
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to complain about his financial situation, which was still in 
statu quo. 

Depressing news arrived from the Hunts. Leigh Hunt was in 
financial diflSculties and had been ill for months. One of his 
children was seriously ill, and his brother John had just been im- 
prisoned for a year for attacking the House of Commons in the 
Examiner, of which he was now, fortunately for Leigh, techni- 
cally sole owner as well as printer. Overwork had driven Leigh 
Hunt into a nervous fever that compelled him to give up the 
Indicator and drop most of his writing for the Examiner. His 
wife wrote to the Shelleys in a tone of almost frantic despera- 
tion: "He is irritable beyond anything you ever saw in him, 
and nervous to a fearful extent. OhI how much I wish we could 
come over to youl I think of such a thing in a sunshiny mo- 
ment, but the clouds soon gather, and the thoughts soon vanish. 
Ask Mr. Shelley, my dear Mr. Shelley, to urge it to him.” In 
spite of his consistent prudence in money matters since the pre- 
vious smnmer, Shelley sent the Hunts money that he could 
hardly spare.®^ 

Horace Smith wrote to Shelley on April 3 primarily to an- 
nounce that his proposed emigration to Italy would have to be 
deferred a few months. Almost incidentally he explained his 
failure to enclose Shelley’s quarterly allowanee: 

I called to-day at Brooks and Co. for your money, as usual and 
was not a little surprised to be told that they had received notice 
not to advance anything more on your account, as the payments to 
them would in future be discontinued, but they could give me no 
information why this alteration had occurred or whether you were 
apprised of it. Perhaps you have been, though you could hardly 
fail to have mentioned it to me, but I will call again and endeavour 
to get some solution of the apparent mystery. Meantime, if you are 
in any straits, you had better draw on me at the Stock Exchange 
for what you want. I would remit you, but that knowing you are 
n^J^er regular in matters of business, you may, perhaps, have made 
new arrangements for your money, and by some inadvertency 
omitted to apprise me.®* 

Receipt of this letter is marked by Mary’s journal entry for 
April 11: “A letter that overturns us.” On the next day Claire, 
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in Florence, wrote in her journal: “ News of the stopping of 
Shelley’s income. Very unhappy all day.” Fortunately Horace 
Smith’s vigorous investigation cleared up the difficulty within 
about a fortnight, and his letter of explanation reached the Shel- 
leys only two days after their original alarm. The trouble had 
arisen through the failure of Dr. Hume, the guardian appointed 
by Lord Eldon for lanthe and Charles Shelley, to receive their 
regular quarterly allowance of thirty pounds. The money had 
been available all the while, but had not been paid because 
some slight unauthorized incidental charges, perhaps for post- 
age, had diminished it a trifle below the exact thirty pounds. 
Shelley had been briefly in arrears once before.’’® Dr. Hume, 
apparently without investigating, had apphed to Longdill, Shel- 
ley’s solicitor. That gentleman, also without investigating and 
without communicating with Shelley, had agreed with Whitton, 
the Shelley family lawyer, to start Chancery proceedings, mean- 
while stopping Shelley’s whole income. Mr. Westbrook and Sir 
Timothy Shelley had been made parties to the suit, the latter 
without his knowledge. The bankers informed Horace Smith 
that legal charges had already been incurred and that the suit 
could not be stopped. In Horace Smith’s opinion it was all a 
cooked-up affair between fee-hungry lawyers, one of them Shel- 
ley’s own. His indignation knew no bounds, and it was entirely 
due to his prompt and vigorous action that the truth was brought 
to light and Shelley’s income continued.^' 

Shelley wrote at once to reassure Claire and to promise her 
next monthly allowance immediately. During the first part of 
the spring Claire seemed much more contented than formerly 
with her position in Florence. Her duties were light, and she 
circulated almost gaily in Florentine society, either by herself 
or with Dr. and Madame Bojti. Occasionally she saw Pacchiani, 
Sgricci, and Captain Thomas Medwin. She kept up a frequent 
correspondence all spring with Mary Shelley and Emilia Viviani 
and one only a little less frequent with Mrs. Mason and Shelley. 

Much of Claire’s time was given to the study of German, in 
which she made good progress and for which she sacrificed 
some of her usual reading. She had formed a plan, which Shel- 
ley took pains to encomrage, of preparing herself to go to Ger- 
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many as a ladies’ companion. Twice she received “ ridiculous ” 
anonymous love letters from Pisa. The fact that they bore rude 
sketches of trees in the border made her suspect a practical joke 
by Shelley and she sent them to Mary to inquire. But Shelley 
remarked aloofly that the letters seemed meant for someone else 
and indignantly repudiated the trees as beneath his style of 
ornamentation.*® 

As summer approached, Claire began to think more and more 
of Allegra. To recover Allegra, she wrote in her journal on 
April 12, would be to “ come back to the warmth of life after 
the stijffness of the grave.” A week later ( April 21 ) she dreamed 
that Allegra actually had been brought back to her by Mr. 
Mason. At the same time she permitted herself some destruc- 
tive remarks in her journal on Byron’s character both as a man 
and as a poet. Throughout most of May she was constantly de- 
jected. She wished the Shelleys to come to Florence to aid her 
in some wild scheme, evidently quite hazy in her own mind, of 
stealing Allegra and hiding her from Byron. Mary answered 
with sensible sympathy, agreeing with her strictures on Byron, 
but arguing that her fears for Allegra’s health were without 
basis. She pointed out that Claire’s scheme was utterly hope- 
less and, even if it could succeed, would very likely involve 
Byron and Shelley in a duel.®® 


As USUAL, Shelley’s health improved with the appearance of 
warmer weather. Dr. Vacca recommended buying a saddle- 
horse, but Shelley much preferred a boat, as less expensive of 
both care and money. Early in April he called on Henry Reve- 
ley in considerable excitement and said that he was tired of 
walking fourteen miles backwards and forwards and must 
have a small, inexpensive boat. Henry secured for a few pauls 
a small, flat-bottomed boat about ten feet long, a frail structure 
of lath and pitched canvas, of the type commonly used by 
hunters in the marshes, but regarded as quite unsafe among 
waves or rapid currents. He fitted it with a rudder, mast, and 
sails. 

On April 16, when the boat was ready, nothing would do but 
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Shelley and Williams must sail it from Leghorn to Pisa through 
the canal by moonlight. Mrs. Gisborne flatly forbade any such 
undertaking unless Henry, an unusually good swimmer, ac- 
companied them. It was well he did, for about half-way to Pisa 
Williams, reflecting small credit on his youthful years in the 
navy, stood up, lost his balance, and overturned the boat by 
seizing the mast to steady himself. Williams could swim well 
enough to make shore; Henry, a much better swimmer, under- 
took the rescue of Shelley. As in the storm on Lake Leman in 
1816, Shelley was quite calm and unafraid. “ Never more com- 
fortable in my life,” he assured Henry; “ do what you will with 
me.” Once ashore Shelley fainted, but recovered while Henry 
was regaining and securing the boat. At a house near by they 
were hospitably received, fires were blown up, dry clothes pro- 
vided, and a good breakfast was cooked while their own clothes 
were drying. Before they set olf on foot for Pisa, Shelley was 
quite merry over the adventure. 

Henry Reveley took the boat back to Leghorn, where he soon 
received two letters from Shelley, the first reporting that he had 
suffered no ill effects and was still enthusiastic, the second giv- 
ing intelligent and fairly precise directions for making the boat 
safer.**^ Williams was probably the> consulting marine architect. 
The location of the rowlocks was changed, a false keel was 
added, and within a fortnight the boat had been made safe 
enough for Henry and Shelley to sail her down the Amo from 
Pisa and by sea to Leghorn. On another trip Mary accompanied 
Shelley down the river to the sea. 

The Shelleys’ curious estrangement from the Gisbomes had 
lost some of its sharpness during the winter. It had never in- 
terfered with the free use of the Gisbornes as purchasing and 
paying agents in Leghorn nor with Henry Reveley ’s frequent 
calls on the Shelleys. Though both Mary and Shelley no longer 
communicated personal information with the former fullness 
and affection, Mary did not cease to invite the Gisbomes to visit 
them. A new trip to England was now necessary for the Gis- 
bomes. In late April (April 26-30) they visited the Shelleys al- 
most for the last time. 

Ten days before their arrival Shelley had written Henry 
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Reveley with seeming cordiality: “ We expect with impatience 
the arrival of our false friends who have so long cheated us 
with delay; and Mary unites with me in desiring that, as you 
participated equally in the crime, you should not be omitted in 
the expiation.” Yet with the Gisbornes in the house Shelley 
could write to Claire: “The Gisbornes are going to England. 
They have been here for two days on a visit proposed by them- 
selves, and return tomorrow. My manners to them have been 
gentle, but cold. Not a word of the Steam Boat, in fact my 
money seems to be as irretrievable as Henry’s character, and it 
is fortunate that I value it as little.” If Mary shared Shelley’s 
smouldering resentment she had so far forgotten it by 1839 as 
to say: “ Leghorn had lost its only attraction, since our friends 
who had resided there were returned to England.” 
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SUMMER AND AUTUMN, 1821 

ADONAIS; THE QUEEN MAB PIRACY; 
SHELLEY AND THE REVIEWERS; VISIT TO RYRON; 
THE “HOPPNER SCANDAL”; MARRIAGE 
OF EMILIA VIVIANI 


No DOUBT remembering the happy boating days on Lake Ge- 
neva, Shelley had written on May 4 to urge Byron to join him 
for the summer, taking care to mention that Claire was absent. 
But Byron, who seems to have suggested first that Shelley visit 
him, was not yet quite ready to leave Ravenna. Shelley wrote 
again on July 16 to suggest that he might visit Byron at Ravenna. 
In both letters Shelley commented rather dejectedly on his own 
poems and their lack of success. Despite his altered opinion of 
Byron’s character since the visit to Venice in 1818, Shelley’s 
opinion of Byron as a poet was unchanged. With undiminished 
earnestness he repeated his old exhortations of 1816: 

I still feel impressed with the persuasion that you ought — and if 
there is prophecy in hope, that you will write a great and connected 
poem, which shall bear the samq relation to this age as the “ Iliad,” 
the “ Divina Commedia,” and “ Paradise Lost ” did to theirs. . . . 
You know the enthusiasm of my admiration for what you have al- 
ready done; but these are “ disjecti membra poetae ” to what you 
may do, and will never, like that, place your memory on a level with 
those great poets. Such is an ambition (excuse the baseness of the 
word) alone worthy of you.^ 

On May 8, 1821 the Shelleys returned to the Baths of Pisa for 
the summer months, and remained there until about the first of 
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November.® The summer and autumn passed quietly, in much 
the same calm, uneventful manner as the previous summer 
and autumn at the Baths. Shelley’s spirits were more often 'le- 
pressed than in the previous summer, and there is somewhat 
more mention in the letters and Mary’s journal of his poor 
health. As Mary Shelley looked back upon this period she re- 
membered it as “ a pleasant summer, bright in all but Shelley’s 
health and inconstant spirits; yet he enjoyed himself greatly, 
and became more and more attached to the part of the country 
where chance appeared to cast us. Sometimes he projected tak- 
ing a farm, situated on the height of one of the near hills, sur- 
rounded by chestnut and pine woods and overlooking a wide 
expanse of country: or settling still further in the maritime Apen- 
nines, at Massa.” ® 

Even Pisa seemed much more pleasing to Shelley than in the 
previous year. In an unfinished, undated poem of 1821 he 
noted with almost caressing detail the calm beauty of a summer 
or autumn evening as observed from the Ponte al Mare: 

The sun is set; the swallows are asleep; 

The bats are flitting fast in the grey air; 

The slow soft toads out of damp corners creep; 

And evening’s breath, wandering here and there 
Over the quivering surface of the stream. 

Wakes not one ripple from its summer dream. 

There are no dews on the dry grass to-night. 

Nor damp within the shadow of the trees; 

The wind is intermitting, dry, and light; 

And in the inconstant motion of the breeze 
The dust and straws are driven up and down. 

And whirled about the pavement of the town. 

Within the surface of the fleeting river 
The wrinkled image of the city lay. 

Immovably unquiet, and for ever 

It trembles, but it never fades away. . . A 

Four miles away, at Pugnano, Edward Williams was writing 
his play, “ The Promise; or A Year, A Month and A Day,' and 
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Jane Williams was bustling about among her pots and pans 
and cheerfully tending her two children. Almost every day 
the Shelleys and Williamses were in each other’s company. 
The intervening distance was only a pleasant summer walk, or 
a still more delightful journey in Shelley’s boat, by way of the 
canal joining the Serchio and the Amo. The canal was full and 
deep, shaded by overhanging boughs and played upon by multi- 
tudes of ephemera. During the heat of day its quiet was em- 
phasized by the almost unnoted hum of cicalas; in the evening 
fireflies gleamed fitfully in the bordering shrubbery and the si- 
lence was occasionally broken by the cooing call of aziolas.® 
When Mary first called Shelley’s attention to the cry of the 
aziola Shelley thought the name referred to “ some tedious 
woman,” but 

. . . Mary saw my soul. 

And laugh’d and said, “ Disquiet yourself not, 

’Tis nothing but a little downy owl.” 

Sad Aziola! many an eventide 
Thy music I had heard 

By wood and stream, meadow and mountain-side. 

And fields and marshes wide, — 

Such as nor voice, nor lute, nor wind, nor bird, 

The soul ever stirr’d; 

Unlike, and far sweeter than them all — 

Sad Aziola! from that moment, I 

Loved thee, and thy sad cry.'^ 

Jane Williams was as yet a person whom Shelley tolerated 
rather than liked.* Edward Williams, with his high spirits and 
high principles and his love of outdoor life, particularly boat- 
ing, was far more to Shelley’s taste. Together they embarked 
on many a brief excursion in the little canvas-covered sailboat. 
The flavour of one of these excursions survives in one of Shelley’s 
most cheerful unfinished poems of 1821, “ The Boat on die 
Serchio.” The poem begins with a fine description of early 
morning, when Shelley and Williams (Lionel and Melchior) 
had intended to start on a trip to the sea. They arrive late; the 
boat is “ asleep on Serchip’s stream ”; and as they throw the bal- 
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last overboard and stow their food and other luggage they 
speculate light-heartedly on what the bc^t is dreaming. Then: 

The chain is loosed, the sails are spread. 

The living breath is fresh behind. 

As, with dews and sunrise fed,""^/*^,. 

Comes the laughing morning wIm^— 

The sails are full, the boat makes h^d 
Against the Serchio’s torrent fierce. 

Then flags with intermitting course. 

And hangs upon the wave, and stems 
The tempest of the — 

Which fervid from its mountain source 
Shallow, smooth, and strong doth come. — 

Swift as fire, tempestuously 
It sweeps into the affrighted sea; 

In morning’s smile its eddies coil. 

Its billows sparkle, toss and boil. 

Torturing all its quiet light 
Into columns fierce and bright.® 

These verses and those previously quoted suggest that Shel- 
ley’s occasional fits of illness and depression were only brief in- 
terruptions of a season predominantly happy. Never before had 
Shelley’s verse dwelt quite so steadily upon the substantial com- 
fortable details and even the light-heartedness of life. Possibly 
his recent admiration of Keats’s poems had increased in his eyes 
the poetic value of earthy materials. 



In his earlier letter of May 4 to Byron Shelley confirmed the 
rumour of Keats’s death in Rome.'* While freely admitting 
that Keats had written “bad verses,” Shelley had defended 
him against an unfavourable opinion which he knew Byron 
shared; “ but he had not mentioned the poem he was then cogi- 
tating in Keats’s defence. With the letter of July 16 he sent 
Byron a copy of Adonais, admitting at the same time that his 
praise of Keats as a poet, though genuine, might be excessive: 

. . . Yet I need not be told that I have been carried too far by the 
enthusiasm of the moment; by my piety, and my indignation, in 
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he linked his own wrongs from the reviewers with those of 
Keats and omitted his personal grievances only on the advice 
of Count Taafe. Among the brother poets who come to weep 
for Adonais Shelley disposes of Byron, Moore, and Hunt in not 
more than four lines each, but requires four stanzas to present 
the “ pardlike Spirit,” or “ Love in desolation masked,” that is 
his own impassioned self-portrait. Considerably more than 
these four stanzas of self-portraiture were written but were 
omitted in the final draft.” Shelley presents himself, like Keats, 
as a “ herd-abandoned deer, struck by the hunter’s dart,” and 
. he realizes that he is one “ who in another’s fate now wept his 
own.” Under such circumstances it was impossible to elegize 
Keats without elegizing himself. Once the amalgamation of 
Keats and Shelley is fairly complete, the classical “ influences ” 
are dropped almost entirely. The poem gathers intensity and 
sweeps forward to its perfect conclusion in a manner character- 
istically Shelleyan. 


Shelley frequently left the Baths to spend part of the day or 
evening in Pisa. He was often with the Masons at Casa Silva, 
and occasionally in Leghorn. Twice ^ week he called on Emilia 
Viviani. In the delays attending negotiations for her marriage, 
Danielli, the less fortunate of Emilia’s two suitors, became al- 
most frantic, and Shelley found himself cast in the odd role of 
pacifier. “ Danielli almost frightens her to death,” he wrote 
Claire, shortly after removing to the Baths, “ and she handed 
him over to me to quiet and console. — It seems that I am 
worthy to take my degree of M.A. in the art of Love, for I have 
contrived to calm the despairing swain, much to the satisfaction 
of poor Emilia, who in that convent of hers sees everything as 
through a mist, ten times its natural size.”^® Her marriage, 
Shelley informed Claire, would remove “a great and painful 
weight ” from his mind,^® and yet Italian marriages were in his 
opinion so tyrannous that he “ trembled ” at her approaching 
• fate.** Mary, as well as Shelley, continued to visit Emilia in her 
convent, and Claire’s correspondence with her continued. 

On June 19 Claire Clairmont arrived in Pisa on a vacation 
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that was to last until November 1. Most of this time she spent 
in Leghorn, taking the sea-baths, learning to swim, and ex- 
changing calls with a number of Italian and Russian acqu'^int- 
ances. She seems to have seen nothing of the Gisbornes, vho 
were in Leghorn until the last week of July. Shelley and Mary 
each visited her a number of times. Several times she visited 
for a week or more with her friends in Pisa, staying generally 
with the Masons, twice with the Shelleys at the Baths, and once 
with the' Williamses at Pugnano. During her earlier visits she 
made several calls upon Emilia Viviani.*' 

Claire’s first visit to the Baths was signalized by a quarrel 
with Mary, insignificant in itself and soon mended, but interest- 
ing in the glimpse it affords of Shelley as a peacemaker: “ I hear 
from you but seldom now you cease to correspond with Mary,” 
Shelley wrote to Claire on June 22. "... I am trying to per- 
suade Mary to ask your pardon. ... In the meantime, as you 
were in the wrong you had better not ask hers, for that is un- 
necessary, but write to her — if you had been in the right you 
would have done so.” 

In Pisa and at the Baths the Shelleys continued most of their 
former associations. Count Taafe was a fairly frequent caller 
whose visits both amused and bored the Shelleys. Sending 
Mary a present of two guinea-pigs, he accompanied them with 
a gallant note in which he wished to be a guinea-pig himself in 
order to enjoy her company. “ Mr. Taafe rides, writes, invites, 
complains, bows and apologizes,” Shelley reported to Claire. 
“He would be a mortal bore if he came often.” This was 
shortly after the removal to the Baths; Count Taafe did come 
fairly often thereafter, and Shelley thought enough of his liter- 
ary judgment to request his criticism of Adonais. It was on his 
advice that Shelley sensibly suppressed a passage in the original 
Preface in which he attacked the reviewers for their treatment 
of him.’*^ There was some vague talk of the Shelleys’ accom- 
panying him on a visit to Lake Como, Amelia Curran wrote 
from Rome proposing a visit to the Baths, but the Shelleys foimd 
it inconvenient to receive her at the time.” 

Both Prince Mavrocordato and the Gisbornes were leaving 
Italy. The Prince was head over heels in his preparations and 
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in revolutionary correspondence. He was unable to see the 
Shelleys as often as formerly, but he wrote Mary frequent letters 
in French, full of war news and respectful friendship. He sailed 
for Greece on June 26 after promising Mary to write whenever 
he could. 

The Gisbomes, with some assistance from Mary and Shelley, 
had sold off most of their household goods by the end of July 
and were now ready to depart. Under the surface of his polite- 
ness, however, Shelley was still resentful. He reported to Claire 
that the Gisbomes were selling all their goods, “ and mine too. 
I wonder how much they will have the face to offer me as the 
produce of the wreck of the steamboat.” Yielding to repeated 
and seemingly cordial invitations from both Mary and Shelley, 
the Gisbomes came to tlie Baths on July 26 for a final visit of 
three days, after which Shelley accompanied them to Florence. 

Both Shelley and Mary were reading rather lightly, for them. 
Shelley complained that reading no longer held his attention, 
which could only be absorbed in writing poetry Mary was 
busy trying vainly to finish writing Valperga (her novel on 
Castruccio) so that the Gisbomes could take the manuscript 
to England. Letters from England were few, and not en- 
couraging. Godwin had been silent for months, but from 
Horace Smith the Shelleys at least knew that he had encoun- 
tered no fresh disasters. He had sent them his long-awaited 
Reply to Malthus, which Shelley considered “victorious and 
decisive,” “ a dry but clever book, with decent interspersions 
of cant and sophistry.” Hogg wrote once about his Greek 
studies and pedestrian excursions, and two letters arrived from 
Leigh Hunt with further details of the misfortunes of his family 
and the Examiner. Both family and fortunes were now on the 
mend, however, and if the Examiner continued to recover its 
lost circulation Hunt had some hopes of joining the Shelleys in 
Italy. Peacock wrote that Shelley’s old debts were still trouble- 
some. Beck and English, he believed, could be satisfied with a 
simple post-obit. Madocks at Great Marlow was on the verge 
of financial min and was pressing hard for payment. Hook- 
ham had submitted a bill of £67 6s. 6d. for books, periodicals, 
and opera tickets, with a refusal to continue his services till 
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paid. Peacock had settled a bill of £45 for silver plate bought 
for Harriet in 1813 and had given Shelley’s address to a Mrs. 
Lyon, probably another creditor on Harriet’s account.^® The 
Shelleys wished to settle these accounts. Since the spring of 
1820 they had been economizing consistently in order to meet 
their financial obligations, which could only be reduced grad- 
ually. Shelley promised to refund Peacock’s disbursements 
within the month.®® Hookham’s accoimt was still unpaid at 
Shelley’s death.®^ 


There is no indication in Shelley’s letters that he read any of 
the reviews of The Cenci that continued throughout 1821, or 
any of the seven reviews which Prometheus Unbound received 
in 1820 and 1821. In her journal for May 6 and also for May 7 
Mary Shelley wrote the bare word “ Reviews,” without further 
detail. Shelley knew from Hunt®® that Hazlitt had attacked 
him in his essay on “ Paradox and Commonplace ” ®® and that 
Hunt had remonstrated and threatened to attack Hazlitt if he 
continued. Shelley’s letters consistently professed the indiffer- 
ence of a man who felt himself already sentenced to nothing but 
neglect or abuse .®^ If he heard the current quip that Prometheus 
Unbound was well named because none would take the trouble 
to bind it, he probably accepted it as a true index of public 
opinion. 

The three later reviews of The Cenci, which had gone into 
a second edition in 1821, continued the same tone of mixed 
praise and censure that marked the 1820 reviews.®® Prometheus 
Unbound was reviewed in 1820 by the London Magazine 
(Jime), the London Magazine and Monthly Critical and Dra- 
matic Review (September and October), the Literary Gazette 
(September 9), Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine (Septem- 
ber), and the Lonsdale Magazine ( November) . In 1821 the re- 
views continued, with articles in the Monthly Review (Febru- 
ary) and the Quarterly Review (October).®® 

'The inability of these reviews to understand Shelley’s style 
has already been discussed in Chapter xxii, so that it only re- 
mains to summarize their general attitude toward the poem. Of 
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Reviews of Prometheus Unbound 


the seven magazines, three (the Literary Gazette, Monthly Re- 
view, and Quarterly) were almost entirely denunciatory. The 
Literary Gazette bitterly attacked the poem for its obscurity, 
pronouncing Shelley little better than a lunatic and the poem 
“ a melange of nonsense, cockneyism, poverty, and pedantry.” 
The Monthly Review denounced the title poem as “ nonsense, 
pure, unmixed nonsense” It also pronounced the poem im- 
pious, but nevertheless admitted Shelley s genius and “ benevo- 
lent feeling, beautiful language, and powerful versification.” 
The Quarterly found it quite dull and unoriginal — “ drivel- 
Img prose run mad.” Its “ total lack of meaning,” however, did 
not prevent the reviewer (W. S. Walker) from asserting that 
the meaning was thoroughly impious and immoral. Somewhat 
more colourlessly and impartially the Lonsdale Magazine and 
Provincial Repository acknowledged Shelley’s genius while con- 
demning his principles. Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine con- 
tinued its policy of mixing stem criticism of Shelley’s ideas with 
enthusiastic praise of his genius, and sought once more to win 
from his errors a poet “ destined to leave a great name be- 
hind him.” 

Two of the reviews were enthusiastic almost without quali- 
fication. The London Magazine, somewhat briefly, praised Pro- 
metheus Unbound as " unsettled, irregular, magnificent,” and 
the London Magazine and Monthly Critical and Dramatic Re- 
view gave it two full-sized reviews, the first praising “ the ex- 
treme force and freshness ” of the shorter poems and the second 
summarizing and copiously quoting from the title poem as “ one 
of the most stupendous . . . works of modem poetry,” “ a vast 
wilderness of beauty.” Few poems have received more extreme 
praise than Shelley’s in this review, which apparently neither 
Shelley nor any of his biographers ever read. Another eulogistic 
review was written, but not published. Henry Colburn, owner 
of the 'New Monthly Magazine and part-owner of the Literary 
Gazette, turned it back upon the hands of the reviewer, Thomas 
Noon Talfourd, because he considered the book “full of 
Jacobinism and blasphemy.” 

In addition to these reviews and those of Queen Mob, Epi- 
psychidion, and Adonais, Shelley received in 1820 and 1821 a 
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considerable amount of general and incidental notice.®® The 
Dublin Magazine (November 1820) printed some general, 
predominantly unfavourable “ Critical Remarks on Shelley’s 
Poetry.” In the same year the Retrospective Review, taking an 
enthusiastic view of the poetry of the present age, praised Shel- 
ley’s poetry. It is pleasing to know that Shelley probably read 
this brief comment,®® which was copied by one of the provincial 
journals and by the New York Literary and Scientific Repository. 
Other American journals began to take notice of Shelley by 
printing extracts from reviews or poems. The Honeycomb, in 
a series entitled “ Portraits of the Metropolitan Poets,” treated 
Shelley not unfavourably in the third essay. An appreciative 
general article “ On the Philosophy and Poetry of Shelley ” ap- 
peared in the London Magazine and Theatrical Inquisitor for 
February 1821. The pious Quaker poet Bernard Barton pub- 
lished in 1820 his “ Stanzas Addressed to Percy Bysshe Shelley,” 
a dull, well-meant attempt to convert erring genius. Horace 
Smith’s sonnet “To the Author of The Revolt of Islam,” pub- 
lished first in the Examiner in 1818, was republished under an- 
other title in 1820 in his volume Amarynthus the Nympholept 
and was quoted with approval by the London Magazine and 
Theatrical Inquisitor. Arthur Brooke (John Chalk Claris) 
printed an enthusiastic sonnet to Shelley in the Examiner for 
November 5, 1820, which was reprinted in the Tickler for 
April 1, 1821. 

In the two years 1820 and 1821 Shelley received in all about 
thirty reviews and about forty brief incidental notices. Several 
journals quoted his poems independently of reviews, others pub- 
lished poems which were addressed to him, and one book was 
published about him. Granted that the Quarterly and possibly 
the Literary Gazette exerted more influence in condemn- 
ing Shelley than any two friendly journals in his defence, 
the amount of favourable criticism and the recognition of 
Shelley’s power and genius even by imfriendly critics oflFer a 
convincing demonstration that Shelley greatly underrated the 
impression he was beginning to make upon the British public. 
He prejudged the case against himself, and his judgment has 
been uncritically accepted as true by all subsequent critics 
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and biographers. At this point, had he finished and pubhshed 
“ Charles the First ” instead of “ The Witch of Atlas ” it would 
have been possible for Shelley to have received far more gen- 
eral recognition. 


The publication of Adonais late in 1821 undoubtedly helped 
swing the tide more strongly against Shelley. Instead of giving 
any wavering reviewer an opportunity for praise by presenting 
a non-controversial poem, Shelley threw down the gage of bat- 
tle by assailing reviewers as the assassins of Keats. Rather sig- 
nificantly, only three journals reviewed Adonais in 1821.^® The 
liberal Literary Chronicle and Weekly Review reviewed it be- 
fore it had been published, quoted almost all of it, and praised 
it as a poem of “ transcendent merits ” by a poet of “ no ordinary 
genius.” The Literary Gazette ( December 8 ) scorned it as an 
unrelieved farrago of nonsense and impiety, quoting excerpts 
illustrating six different types of nonsense. This was to be ex- 
pected, since the Literary Gazette had consistently assailed 
Shelley from the first. But Blackwood’s Magazine, which had 
been even more savage with Keats than the Quarterly, now 
abandoned its eflForts to “ save ” Shelley and joined his most 
furious enemies. In the December issue it rained contempt and 
sarcasm upon him, quoted a whole column of his “ absurdities,” 
and offered two brutal parodies of Adonais. Having previously 
omitted to review The Cenci, it included in the same article a 
furious brief review of that poem as well. 

Very probably the reviewers felt that Adonais should be 
treated as a declaration of war; Shelley, on the other hand, felt 
that his “ least imperfect poem ” was the final test of his ability 
to win public acceptance. “ I am especially curious to hear the 
fate of ‘ Adonais,’ ” he wrote to Ollier on November 11. “I con- 
fess I should be surprised if that poem were born to an immortal- 
ity of oblivion.” Before he knew how the poem had been re- 
viewed he wrote to Himt ( January 25, 1822 ) : “ My faculties 
are shaken to atoms, and torpid. I can write nothing; and if 
Adonais had no success, and excited no interest what incentive 
can I have to write? ” 
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In the spring of 1821 another circumstance occurred to make 
it still more difficult for Shelley to receive fair treatment from 
the reviewers. In 1819 the radical printer Richard Carlile had 
discovered Shelley’s Queen Mab and had asked and been re- 
fused permission to reprint it. He had respected Shelley’s 
wishes, but his former employee William Clark was less scru- 
pulous. He brought out and advertised two slightly variant edi- 
tions,^* and the notorious radical piratical publisher William 
Benbow anonymously brought out still another edition under 
a false New York imprint.'** 

Shelley learned that Queen Mab was selling " by the thou- 
sands,” and considered it rather a droll circinnstance.^^ He was 
nevertheless somewhat annoyed to be judged in 1821 by his 
comparatively crude artistic standards of 1813 and by beliefs 
which did not adequately represent him in 1821. It had been 
ruled in the case of Southey versus the piratical publishers of 
his Wat Tyler that books liable to conviction for blasphemy 
or sedition were not entitled to legal protection; hence it was 
impossible to suppress the piracy, though Horace Smith seems 
to have made some tentative efforts. Shelley contented himself 
with a letter in the Examiner disavowing and disapproving the 
publication, condemning the book as immature both artistically 
and philosophically, but reaffirming in general terms his oppo-^ 
sition to social, political, and religious oppressions.^® 

From this moment Shelley’s Queen Mab became an impor** 
tant weapon in the arsenal nf Rritisb wnrh'nr nlnfrii radirili'im 
John Bull’s British Journal, a radical weekly published by Wil^ 
liam Benbow, gave it a sympathetic review on March 11. The 
London Magazine and Theatrical Inquisitor, though only mildly 
radical, and not a workingman’s magazine, reviewed it favour- 
ably in the March issue and prophesied that the author was 
meant to fulfil a high destiny.^® Within twenty years fourteen 
or more separate editions were issued by piratical radical 
publishers. The book took an honoured place with Volney’s 
Ruins of Empire, Palmer’s Principles of Nature, Byron’s Cain, 
and the works of Tom Paine in the little radical “ libraries ” con- 
stantly offered for sale. 

In 1821 responsible authorities in England were far too nerv- 
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ous over the condition of the country to ignore such a publica- 
tion. William Clark was immediately indicted by the Society 
for the Prevention of Vice, that active and virtuously named as- 
sociation which genuine liberals like Sydney Smith regarded 
rather as a society for preserving aristocratic vices. Instead of 
awaiting his trial, selling the books meanwhile, the unheroic 
William Clark disgusted his fellow radicals by binding himself 
to good behaviour in the interim,'*^ and publishing the anony- 
mous Reply to the Antimatrimonial Hypothesis and Supposed 
Atheism of Percy Bysshe Shelley, as Laid Down in Queen Mab 
( 1821 ) , as a demonstration that his interest in Queen Mab was 
financial rather than propagandists. At his trial on November 
19, 1822 Clark made the most of this publication and of his 
willingness to surrender all copies of the offending book, but 
was nevertheless sentenced to four months’ imprisonment.^® 
Two conservative journals, the Literary Gazette for May 19 
and the Monthly Magazine for Jime, vigorously denoimced the 
poem; and the rather liberal Literary Chronicle and Weekly 
Review for June 2 reviewed the author, rather than the poem, 
as a striking example of perverted genius, powerful, but wicked. 
Two published poems were elicited by the Queen Mab piracy. 
A reader of the review in the Literary Gazette sent in a short 
poem entitled “The Atheist,” wondering why the author of 
such a line as “ There is no God ” should not immediately have 
been blasted by Heaven’s lightnings “to his native hell.” On 
the other side John Watson Dalby, in the Literary Chronicle for 
June 9, 1821, published two eight-line stanzas commenting sar- 
castically on the “ clearest proofs ” being offered that Shelley 
was either the devil or his equal.*® All this happened in the very 
year, 1821, when Southey, in the Preface to his Vision of Judg- 
ment, was urging public opinion to emphasize decency and 
order by suppressing the “ Satanic School ” for just such utter- 
ances as Queen Mab. Thus the effect of the piracy of Queen 
Mab was less “ droll ” than Shelley supposed. 


When the Gisbornes set out on July 29 on their journey to Eng- 
land, Shelley accompanied them as far as Florence, '\|yhere he 
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remained for several days investigating the possibilities of se- 
curing a suitable house there for the winter.®® During his ab- 
sence Mary spent most of her time with the Williamses, partly 
at the Baths and partly at Pugnano, while Edward Williams 
was painting a water-colour portrait of her that was to be her 
birthday present to Shelley on August 4. 

Shelley retmmed on August 2, but he was ofiF again before his 
birthday. On the day of his return a letter arrived from Byron, 
informing him that the Countess Guiccioli’s father and brother 
had been expelled from Ravenna for Carbonarist sympathies 
and that she herself had fled to Florence. Byron requested 
Shelley to visit him, and as Shelley knew Byron himself would 
soon be leaving Ravenna, he must have thought at once of what 
would become of Allegra in her convent at Bagnacavallo. On 
the next day he set out to visit Byron. He arrived that night at 
Leghorn and spent the next morning with Claire Clairmont, 
celebrating his birthday by rowing in the bay.®^ 

During the tiresome night journey in an open carriage from 
Leghorn to Bologna, the carriage overturned. " The old horse 
stumbled and threw me and the fat vetturino into a slope of 
meadow over the hedge. My angular figure stuck where it was 
pitched but my vetturino’s spherical form rolled fairly to the 
bottom of the hill, and that with so few symptoms of reluctance 
in the life that animated it, that my ridicule ( for it was the droll- 
est sight in the world ) was suppressed by my fear that the poor 
devil had been hurt. But he was very well, and we continued 
our journey with great success.”®^ Shelley offered Mary the 
suggestion, which was accepted, that Claire be invited to stay 
with her during his absence. 

Shelley reached Ravenna on August 6. On the very first eve- 
ning Byron imparted some profoundly disturbing information. 
He showed Shelley a letter he had received from Mr. R. B. 
Hoppner eleven months before. In all that pertains to Shelley 
the letter was as follows: 

. . . You are surprised, and with reason, at the change of my opinion 
respecting Shiloe: it certainly is not that which I once entertained 
of him: but if I disclose to you my fearful secret, I trust, for his un- 
fortunate wife’s sake, if not out of regard to Mrs. Hoppner and me, 
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that you will not let the Shelleys know that we are acquainted with 
it. This request you will find so reasonable that I am sure you will 
comply with it, and I therefore proceed to divulge to you, what 
indeed on Allegra’s account it is necessary that you should know, as 
it will fortify you in the good resolution you have already taken 
never to trust her again to her mother’s care. 

You must know then that at the time the Shelleys were here Clara 
was with child by Shelley: you may remember to have heard that 
she was constantly unwell, and under the care of a Physician, and I 
am uncharitable enough to believe that the quantity of medicine 
she then took was not for the mere purpose of restoring her health. 
I perceive too why she preferred remaining alone at Este, notwith- 
standing her fear of ghosts and robbers, to being here with the 
Shelleys. Be this as it may, they proceeded from here to Naples, 
where one night Shelley was called up to see Clara who was very 
ill. His wife, naturally, thought it very strange that he should be 
sent for; but although she was not aware of the nature of the con- 
nexion between them, she had had sufficient proof of Shelley s in- 
difference, and of Clara’s hatred for her: besides as Shelley desired 
her to remain quiet she did not dare to interfere. A Mid-wife was 
sent for, and the worthy pair, who had made no preparation for the 
reception of the unfortunate being she was bringing into the world, 
bribed the woman to carry it to the Piet^, where the child was taken 
half an hour after its birth, being obliged likewise to purchase the 
physician’s silence with a considerable sum. During all the time of 
her confinement Mrs. Shelley, who expressed great anxiety on her 
account, was not allowed to approach her, and these beasts, instead 
of requiting her uneasiness on Clara’s account by at least a few ex- 
pressions of kindness, have since increased in their hatred of her, 
behaving to her in the most brutal manner, and Clara doing every- 
thing she can to engage her husband to abandon her. Poor Mrs. 
Shelley, whatever suspicions she may entertain of the nature of their 
connexion, knows nothing of their adventure at Naples, and as the 
knowledge of it could only add to her misery, ’tis as well that she 
should not. This account we had from Elise, who passed here this 
summer with an English lady who spoke very highly of her. She 
likewise told us that Clara does not scruple to tell Mrs. Shelley she 
wishes her dead, and to say to Shelley in her presence that she won- 
ders how he can live with such a creature. Thus you see that your 
expression with regard to her is even too delicate; and I think with 
you, not only that she is a , but any thing worse even 
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that you can say of her. I hope this account will encourage you to 
persevere in your kind attentions to poor little Allegra, who has no- 
one else to look up to. I cannot conceive what Clara can mean by 
her impertinence to you. She ought to be too happy to reflect tliat 
the child is so well taken care of. Mrs. Hoppner was so angry when 
she heard the above account that it was with diflSculty she was pre- 
vailed upon not to write to the Shelleys and upbraid them with their 
infamous conduct. However, as this could have been productive 
of no good, it was better to leave them to themselves, the more par- 
ticularly as she had already written to decline interfering in the aflFair 
of her child, and there was every probability of our not being 
troubled any more with them. Besides that, in pity for the unfortu- 
nate Mrs. Shelley, whose situation would only have been rendered 
worse by the exposure, silence on these matters was still more in- 
cumbent on her. I think after this account you will no longer wonder 
that I have a bad opinion of Shelley. His talents I acknowledge: 
but I cannot concur that a man can be, as you say, " crazy against 
morality,"' and have honour. I have heard of honour among thieves, 
but there it means only interest, and though it may be to Shelley's 
interest to cut as respectable a figure as he can with the opinions he 
publickly professes, it is clear to me that honour does not direct 
any one of his actions. I fear my letter is written in a very incoherent 
style, but as I really cannot bring myself to go over this disgusting 
subject a second time; I hope you will endeavour to comprehend it, 
as it stands.®^ 

At the time Byron had expressed an opinion that the story 
w^as no doubt true, because " just like them,'" even though Elise 
seemed to him a very shaky witness.^^ But contact with Shelley 
evidently made him ashamed of this judgment; he broke his 
promise to keep Hoppner s counsel, and laid the letter before 
Shelley. Lord Byron,"' Shelley immediately informed Mary, 
has also told me of a circumstance that shocks me exceedingly; 
because it exhibits a degree of desperate and wicked malice for 
which I am at a loss to account. When I hear such things my 
patience and my philosophy are put to a severe proof, whilst I 
refrain from seeking out some obscure hiding place where the 
coimtenance of man may never meet me more." After sum- 
marizing Hoppner s story as given above, he concluded; 
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As to what Reviews and the world says, I do not care a jot, but 
when persons who have known me are capable of conceiving of me — 
not that I have fallen into a great error and impudence, as would 
have been the living with Clare as my mistress — but that I have 
committed such unutterable crimes as destroying or abandoning a 
child, and that my own — imagine my despair of good, imagine how 
it is possible that one of so weak and sensitive a nature as mine can 
run further the gauntlet through this hellish society of men. You 
should write to the Hoppners a letter refuting the charge, in case 
you believe, and know, and can prove that it is false; stating the 
grounds and proofs of your belief. I need not dictate what you 
should say; nor, I hope, inspire you with warmth to rebut a charge, 
which you only can eflFectually rebut. If you will send the letter to 
me here, I will forward it to the Hoppners. Lord Byron is not up, 
I do not know the Hoppners* address, and I am anxious not to lose 
a post.^^ 

Two days later, before receiving Mary’s reply to his former 
letter, Shelley commented further: 

I dare say the subject of the latter half of my letter gave you pain: 
but it was necessary to look the affair in the face, and the only satis- 
factory answer to the calumny must be given by you, and could be 
given by you, alone. This is evidently the source of the violent de- 
nunciations of the Literary Gazette — in themselves contemptible 
enough, and only to be regarded as effects which show us their 
cause, which until we put off our mortal nature we never can de- 
spise — that is, the belief of persons who have known and seen you, 
that you are guilty of the most enormous crimes. 

A certain degree and a certain kind of infamy is to be borne, and, 
in fact, is the best compliment which an exalted nature can receive 
from the filthy world of which it is its hell to be a part — but this sort 
of thing exceeds the measure, and even if it were only for the sake 
of our dear Percy I would take some pains to suppress it. In fact, 
it shall be suppressed, even if I am reduced to the disagreeable 
necessity of prosecuting Elise before the Tuscan tribunals.^® 

Mary Shelley's reply to the first of these letters was prompt 
and passionate: 
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My dear SheUey, 

Shocked beyond all measure as I was, I instantly wrote the en- 
closed. If the task be not too dreadful, pray copy it for me. I 
cannot. 

Read that part of your letter which contains the accusation. I 
tried, but I could not write it. I think I could as soon have died. 
I send also Elise*s last letter: enclose it or not as you think best. 

I wrote to you with far different feelings last night, beloved friend. 
Our barque is indeed “ tempest-tost but love me, as you have ever 
done, and God preserve my child to me, and our enemies shall not 
be too much for us. Consider well if Florence be a fit residence for 
us. I love, I own, to face danger; but I would not be imprudent. 

Pray get my letter to Mrs. Hoppner copied for a thousand reasons. 
Adieu, dearest! Take care of yourself — all yet is well. The shock 
for me is over, and I now despise the slander; but it must not pass 
uncontradicted. I sincerely thank Lord Byron for his kind unbelief. 

Affectionately yours, 
M. W. S. 

Friday, 

Do not think me imprudent in mentioning Clare’s illness at 
Naples. It is well to meet facts. They are as cunning as wicked. I 
have read over my letter; it is written in haste; but it were as well that 
the first burst of feeling should be expressed. No letters.®^ 

With this letter was enclosed the following: 

Pisa, August 10, 1821. 

My Dear Mrs. Hoppner, — After a silence of nearly two years I 
address you again, and most bitterly do I regret the occasion on 
which I now write. Pardon me that I do not write in French; you un- 
derstand English well, and I am too much impressed to shackle my- 
self in a foreign language; even in my own my thoughts far outrun my 
pen, so that I can hardly form the letters. I write to defend him to 
whom I have the happiness to be united, whom I love and esteem 
beyond all creatures, from the foulest calumnies; and to you I write 
this, who were so kind [and] to Mr. Hoppner; to both of whom I in- 
dulged the pleasing idea that I have every reason to feel gratitude. 
This is indeed a painful task. 

Shelley is at present on a visit to Lord Byron at Ravenna, and I 
received a letter from him to-day containing accounts that make 
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my hand tremble so much that I can hardly hold the pen. It tells 
me that Elise wrote to you relating the most hideous stories against 
him, and that you have believed them. Before I speak of these false- 
hoods permit [me] to say a few words concerning this miserable 
girl. You well know that she formed an attachment with Paolo when 
we proceeded to Rome, and at Naples their marriage was talked 
of. We all tried to dissuade her; we knew Raolo to be a rascal, and 
we thought so well of her that we believed him to be unworthy of 
her. An accident led me to the knowledge that without marrying 
they had formed a connexion; she was ill, we sent for a doctor who 
said there was danger of a miscarriage. I would not turn the girl 
on the world without in some degree binding her to this man. We 
had them married at Sir W. A’Court s — she left us; turned Catholic 
at Rome, married him, and then went to Florence. After the dis- 
astrous death of my child we came to Tuscany. We have seen little 
of them; but we have had knowledge that Paolo has formed a scheme 
of extorting money from Shelley by false accusations — he has 
written him threatening letters, saying that he w^* be the ruin of 
him, etc. We placed these in the hands of a celebrated lawyer 
here who has done what he can to silence him. Elise has never in- 
terfered in this, and indeed the other day I received a letter from 
her, entreating with great professions of love that I would send her 
money. I took no notice of this; but although I knew her to be in 
evil hands, I would not believe that she was wicked enough to join 
in his plans without proof. 

And now I come to her accusations — and I must indeed summon 
all my courage while I transcribe them; for tears will force their way, 
and how can it be otherwise? You knew Shelley, you saw his face, 
and could you believe them? Believe them only on the testimony 
of a girl whom you despised? I had hopes that such a thing was 
impossible, and that although strangers might believe the calumnies 
that this man propagated, none who had ever seen my husband 
could for a moment credit them. 

She says Clare was Shelley’s mistress, that — upon my word, I 
solemnly assure you that I cannot write the words, I send you a part 
of Shelley’s letter that you may see what I am now about to refute — 
but I had rather die that [sic] copy anything so vilely, so wickedly 
false, so beyond all imagination fiendish. 

I am perfectly convinced in my own mind that Shelley never had 
an improper connexion with Clare — at the time specified in Elise’s 
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letter, the winter after we quitted Este, I suppose while she was with 
us, and that was at Naples, we lived in lodgings where I had momen- 
tary entrance into every room, and such a thing could not have 
passed unknown to me. The malice of the girl is beyond all thought 
— I now remember that Clare did keep her bed there for two days — 
but I attended on her — I saw the physician — her illness was one 
that she had been accustomed to for years — and the same remedies 
were employed as I had before ministered to her in England. 

Clare had no child — the rest must be false — but that you should 
believe it — that my beloved Shelley should stand thus slandered in 
your minds — he the gentlest and most humane of creatures, is more 
painful to me, oh far more painful than any words can express. 

It is all a lie — Clare is timid; she always showed respect even for 
me — poor dear girl! She has some faults — you know them as well 
as I — but her heart is good, and if ever we quarrelled, which was 
seldom, it was I, and not she, that was harsh, and our instantaneous 
reconciliations were sincere and affectionate. 

Need I say that the union between my husband and myself has 
ever been undisturbed. Love caused our first imprudence, love 
which improved by esteem, a perfect trust one in the other, a con- 
fidence and affection which, visited as we have been by severe 
calamities (have we not lost two children? ) has encreased daily, and 
knows no bounds. 

I will add that Clare has been separated from us for about a year. 
She lives with a respectable German family at Florence. The rea- 
sons of this were obvious — her connexion with us made her manifest 
as the Miss Clairmont, the mother of Allegra — besides we live much 
alone — she enters much into society there — and solely occupied 
with the idea of the welfare of her child, she wished to appear such 
that she may not be thought in aftertimes to be unworthy of ful- 
filling the maternal duties. You ought to have paused before you 
tried to convince the father of her child of such unheard-of atrocities 
on her part. If his generosity and knowledge of the world had not 
made him reject the slander with the ridicule it deserved what ir- 
retrievable mischief you would have occasioned her! 

Those who know me will believe my simple word — it is not long 
ago that my father said in a letter to me, that he had never known 
me to utter a falsehood — but you, easy as you have been to credit 
evil, who may be more deaf to truth — to you I swear — by all that I 
hold sacred upon heaven and earth by a vow which I should die 
to write if I affirmed a falsehood — I swear by the life of my child, 
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by my blessed and beloved child, that I know these accusations to 
be false. 

Shelley is as incapable of cruelty as the softest woman. To those 
who know him his humanity is almost as a proverb. He has been 
unfortunate as a father, the laws of his country and death has [sic] 
cut him oflF from his dearest hopes. But his enemies have done him 
incredible mischief — but that you should believe such a tale coming 
from such a hand, is beyond all belief, a blow quite unexpected, and 
the very idea of it beyond words shocking. 

But I have said enough to convince you, and are you not con- 
vinced? are not my words the words of truth? Repair, I conjure you, 
the evil you have done by retracting your confidence in one so vile 
as Elise, and by writing to me that you now reject as false every 
circumstance of her infamous tale. 

You were kind to us, and I shall never forget it; now I require 
justice; you must believe me, I solemnly entreat you, the justice to 
confess that you do so. 

Mary W. Shelley 

When Mary’s letter reached him, Shelley added the follow- 
ing to a letter that was waiting for the post: 

I have received your letter with that of Mrs. Hoppner. I do not 
wonder my dearest friend that you should have been moved with 
the infernal accusation of Elise. I was at first but speedily regained 
the indifference which the opinion of anything, or any body, except 
our own consciousness amply merits and day by day shall more re- 
ceive from me. I have not recopied your letter; such a measure 
would necessarily destroy its authenticity; but have given it to Lord 
Byron, who has engaged to send it with his own comments to the 
Hoppners. People do not hesitate it seems to make themselves pan- 
derers and accomplices to slander, for the Hoppners had exacted 
from Lord Byron that these accusations should be concealed from 
me. Lord Byron is not a man to keep a secret good or bad -r- but in 
openly confessing that he has not done so he must observe a certain 
delicacy, and therefore he wishes to send the letter himself, and in- 
deed this adds weight to your representations. Have you seen the 
article of the Literary Gazette on me? They evidently allude to some 
story of this kind — however cautious the Hoppners have been in 
preventing the calumniated person from asserting his justification, 
you know too much of the world not to be certain that this was the 
utmost limit of their caution. So much for nothing.^® 

313 



Mary’s Attitude Explained [1821 

The letters here quoted, if their statements and omissions 
can be correctly interpreted, should throw additional light upon 
the mystery of Elena Adelaide Shelley, as treated in Chapter xx 
By their intensity of emotion they have convinced all previous 
biographers that Elise Foggi s story was a complete fabrication. 
We now know that such was not the case; Elise’s story concerned 
a child whose reality is incontestable. The letters must be re- 
examined in the light of this fact. How do they accord with 
each of the four possible explanations of Elena Adelaide 
Shelley? 

If Elena was the child of Shelley and Claire, or of either and 
an unknown mother or father, Mary Shelley would most likely 
have known it at the time, as has been pointed out earlier. But 
if she did not know it then, she would certainly have been 
pretty sure of it after Paolo’s attempted blackmail in 1820. If 
she knew or believed in either of these three possibilities she 
might have felt it necessary to lie passionately to Mrs. Hoppner, 
in order to protect her whole family. If, as is most probable, 
Mary knew the truth in Naples, or if she only learned it after 
the Paolo episode, Shelley must have known that she knew, 
and she must have been aware of Shelley’s knowledge. In fact, 
if Elise’s story is compared with Mary’s — and probably even 
if Mary’s story were entirely disregarded — the child could 
hardly have been bom in the house without Mary’s knowledge 
and connivance. Such being the case, though Mary and Shelley 
might lie to Mrs. Hoppner, they could hardly have enacted such 
fervent lies to each other as these letters would, in that case, 
exhibit, because each would have known that the other despised 
his hypocrisy. For this reason it seems very \mlikely that this 
correspondence concerns an illegitimate child of either Shelley 
or Claire. 

But if Elena was an adopted child of other parentage the let- 
ters contain no such difiBculty. Mary could assert truly: “ Claire 
had no child.” She did not say: “ There was no child,” because 
she knew that there had been a child and that Elise and Paolo 
also knew. Thus she could very properly call Elise and Paolo 
“ as cunning as wicked,” for their story would have been rather 
preposterous than cunning except for the actual existence of a 

314 




1821] Shelley and Byron at Ravenna 

child. It has in fact been so considered by everyone unfamiliar 
with Elena s existence, even by Byron, after reflection, with all 
his distrust of Claire. 

Why, then, did not Mary tell Mrs. Hoppner the true story as 
an antidote for the false? There were several excellent reasons. 
It would have confessed to breaking the laws of Naples. To 
have done so while the child was still alive would have been 
to sacrifice all the considerations for which the law had been 
broken; and now that Elena was dead, the truth would violate 
a habit of secrecy that had obtained for two years. To minds 
suspicious enough to believe Elise’s story the truth would seem 
odd enough to provide an additional doubt rather than an anti- 
dote. It would require full explanation, and this would involve 
a confession of all the strange private miseries that had followed 
the death of Clara Shelley. Mary could never have brought 
herself to this point, and it would have been unwise to do so even 
if she could. 


Shelley’s visit to Byron continued from August 6 to about 
August 22.®® Something, but not quite all, of the old friendship 
immediately revived. Every day Shelley arose at twelve, and 
Byron at two in the afternoon. After breakfast they talked until 
six, and then rode for two hours in the pine forest between 
Ravenna and the sea. After dinner they sat up and talked until 
six in the morning.®' The strain of such a life was probably not 
minimized for Shelley by the fact that Byron’s household was 
practically a menagerie — “ten horses, eight enormous dogs, 
three monkeys, five cats, an eagle, a crow, and a falcon; and all 
these, except the horses, walk about the house, which every 
now and then resoimds with their unarbitrated quarrels, as if 
they were the masters of it. ... I find that my enumeration 
of the animals in this Circean Palace was defective, and that 
in a material point. I have just met on the grand staircase five 
peacocks, two guinea hens, and an Egyptian crane.” 

In every way Byron was much improved over the man Shelley 
had observed at Venice in 1818. He had given up reckless dis- 
sipation and was no longer subject to the indigestions, fevers, 
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and debilities of the earlier period. His secret activities in be- 
half of Italian freedom commanded Shelley’s vmstinted admira- 
tion. In their views of poetry, however, Shelley and Byron 
diflFered perhaps more than before — Shelley felt that Byron’s 
best poetry was written in defiance of his own principles. Ma- 
rino Faliero, a part of whieh Byron read to him on the first night, 
seemed to Shelley to suflFer from false critieal views, nor did he 
care greatly for Byron’s prose letter to Murray on Pope and 
Bowles; but he was extremely enthusiastic over the fifth canto 
of Don Juan. Here was the very poem, he assured Mary, that 
he had long urged Byron to write — something on the scale of 
Milton or Dante that should be completely original and thor- 
oughly express its own age. As in the old days at Geneva, By- 
ron’s excellence added to Shelley’s dejection over his own 
fancied inferiority. “ I write nothing,” he told Peacock in the 
letter quoted above, “ and probably shall write no more. It of- 
fends me to see my name classed among those who have no 
name. . . . My motive was never the infirm desire of fame; 
and if I should continue an author, I feel that I should desire 
it. This cup is justly given to one only of an age; indeed, par- 
ticipation would make it worthless: and imfortunate they who 
seek it and find it not.” 

Byron told Shelley all about La Guiccioli and showed him 
some of her letters. He even engaged Shelley to write to her 
and try to dissuade her and her brother, Gount Pietro Gamba, 
from their desire to settle in Switzerland. “An odd thing 
enough,” Shelley commented dryly, “ for an utter stranger to 
write on subjects of the utmost delicacy to his friend’s mis- 
tress.” “ Shelley in turn told Byron some details about Emilia 
Viviani that he later cautioned him not to repeat to Mary for 
fear they would annoy her.®^ He also used Emilia’s experienee 
and her unfavourable stories of convents for whatever eflFect 
they might have on Byron’s disposal of Allegra. On this point 
Byron’s response was comforting. The Gountess Guiccioli, he 
assured Shelley, was very fond of Allegra, nor was he himself 
willing to depart for Switzerland and leave the child in an 
Italian convent. At first Byron was imdecided where he should 
go; he would have preferred Pisa, but Shelley was stopped 
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from urging Pisa upon him by Claire s proximity. Within a 
week, however, he had decided on Pisa and commissioned the 
Shelleys to secure him a " large and magnificent house ” there. 

Byron’s decision raised the question of whether or not the 
Shelleys should abandon their plan for passing the winter in 
Florence. It had been decided to stay in Florence partly be- 
cause Horace Smith was to live there. A house had already been 
all but engaged. Arguments of health favoured Pisa, and they 
had friends there. “ Our roots never struck so deeply as at Pisa, 
and the transplanted tree flourishes not,” Shelley observed, as 
he weighed the question in one of his letters to Mary. His great- 
est content, which he somewhat bitterly admitted was imprac- 
ticable, would have been utterly to desert all human society. 
“ I would retire with you and our child to a solitary island in 
the sea, would build a boat, and shut upon my retreat the flood- 
gates of the world. I would read no reviews, and talk with no 
authors. If I dared trust my imagination it would tell me that 
there were two or three chosen companions besides yourself 
whom I should desire. But to this I would not listen — where 
two or three are gathered together the devil is among them. 
And good far more than evil impulses — love far more than 
hatred, has been to me, except as you have been its object, the 
source of all sort [sic] of mischief.” 

A more pressing question raised by Byron’s decision was what 
to do about Allegra. Wishing to hold Byron to his earlier prom- 
ise not to leave her at Bagnacavallo when he left the country, 
Shelley felt it necessary to be able to suggest some practicable 
place for her in Pisa. “ Is there any family,” he inquired of 
Mary, “ any English or Swiss establishment, any refuge in short, 
except the convent of St. Anna where Allegra might be placed? 
Do you think Mrs. Mason could be prevailed on to propose to 
take charge of her? I fear not. Think of this against I come. If 
you can now see or write to Emilia ask her if she knows anyone 
who would be flt for this purpose.” All this anxiety came to 
nothing, however, for when Byron came he left Allegra at 
Bagnacavallo. 

Before leaving Ravenna Shelley made a visit to Allegra. In 
the three years since he had seen her Allegra had grown taller 
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and slighter and had developed a curious manner of mingled 
pensiveness and wild vivacity. With her light, airy figme, grace- 
ful motions, and pale beauty she seemed to belong to a different 
order of humanity from the children with whom she was asso- 
ciated. She was at first diffident; then, won over by the gold 
chain and basket of sweetmeats that Shelley brought, she raced 
wildly about the place with him until he was exhausted, and 
concluded the romp by ringing the tocsin that usually sum- 
moned all the nuns from their beds. Shelley had known her as 
self-willed, and Byron had complained of the same trait only 
a few days before, but the nuns had brought about a consider- 
able improvement in discipline. This, and the kindness with 
which she seemed to be treated, must have been a welcome sur- 
prise for Shelley. On the other hand, “ Her intellect is not much 
cultivated here — she knows certain orazioni by heart, and talks 
and dreams of Paradise and angels and all sorts of things and 
has a prodigious list of saints, and is always talking of the Bam- 
bino. This [ ] will do her no harm, but the idea of bringing 

up so sweet a creature in the midst of such trash until sixteen! ” 
Shelley asked her what he should say to her mother. “ That I 
want a kiss and a beautiful dress,” was the prompt answer. 
“And what kind of dress?” “All of silk and gold,” was the 
reply. These messages were doubtless delivered, but not the 
message to Papa — “ To make me a visit and bring mammina 
with him.” 


When Shelley wrote to Medwin immediately after his retxrm to 
Pisa: “ Whilst you were with me, that is during the latter period, 
and after you went away, I was harassed by some severe dis- 
quietudes, the causes of which are now I hope almost at an 
end,” he must have been referring to his distresses over Emilia 
Viviani, and her approaching wedding. One wonders what 
hysterical words may have been said in some of the unrecorded 
scenes in which Shelley sought to reconcile Emilia to a mar- 
riage that she did not desire and diat he desired only as the 
lesser of two evils. Possibly it was Shelley’s relation of some 
such scene to Byron, in the confidence of their post-midnight 
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conversations, that he warned Byron not to repeat to Mary, be- 
cause the full truth might annoy her, Emilia, if one is to trust 
Mary Shelley’s fictional portrait of her in Lodore, was impetu- 
ous. Perhaps some such scene was overheard, or perhaps gen- 
eral rumour only was responsible for a temporary interdict on 
further visits from the Shelleys. Emilia’s letter is undated, but it 
must have been written shortly before Shelley’s departure for 
Ravenna, probably in July.®® " I beg you,” Emilia wrote, “ to 
come no more to St. Anna, neither you, nor any of your family. 
My parents desire that I should henceforth see no one. Every 
attempt would be in vain; we should be humiliated without ob- 
taining anything. Signora Eusta agrees with them; she treated 
me yesterday in a most insolent manner and uttered an imper- 
tinence to me which not even a servant-maid would have en- 
dured. , . .”’'® 

Emilia was married on September 8 to Luigi Biondi,’’^ rather 
than to the other suitor, Danielli, whose despair in May Emilia 
had asked Shelley to assist in calming. After her marriage she 
left Pisa to live with her husband’s family at Pomerance, about 
sixty miles southeast of Pisa. The Shelleys seem not to have 
been invited to any of the wedding festivities, and the marriage 
is ignored by both Mary and Claire in their journals. A week 
later Shelley informed Byron of the marriage “ after a great 
deal of tumult, etc.,” and added that Emilia’s brother-in-law 
watched her with great assiduity “ My convent friend . . .” 
he informed John Gisborne four months later, “ is married, and 
I [am] in a sort of morbid quietness.” 

Some of the “ tumult ” took place in Shelley’s own mind. Some 
five or six of his shorter poems written in 1821 are either cer- 
tainly or possibly to be connected with Emilia’s wedding. An 
unfinished epithalamiiun of about thirty lines exists in three dif- 
ferent versions, as if Shelley had tried to write a conventional, 
impersonal marriage ode and had given it up as a failure. A 
longer poem of 219 lines, “ Ginevra,” is the tragic story of a 
bride who stole forth from the marriage festivities to hsten to 
the reproaches of her former lover and returned to her chamber 
to die quietly on her bed before the guests had left the house. 
The story is not of Shelley’s invention; it had appeared in 1821 
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in VOsservatore Fiorentino; but Shelley s poem about it could 
not have been written near the time of Emilia’s wedding with- 
out being psychologically connected with that event. Ginevra 
answers her disappointed lover’s reproaches thus: 

. . . Friend, if earthly violence or ill. 

Suspicion, doubt, or the tyrannic will 
Of parents, chance, or custom, time, or change. 

Or circumstance, or terror, or revenge. 

Or wildered looks, or words, or evil speech. 

With all their stings and venom, can impeach 

Our love, — we love not: — if the grave, which hides 

The victim from the tyrant, and divides 

The cheek that whitens from the eyes that dart 

Imperious inquisition to the heart 

That is another’s, could dissever ours. 

We love not. . . 

In “ The Fugitives ” Shelley attempted once more to realize the 
elopement he had proposed in Epipsychidion. It is a poem 
of rather spirited action, but falls far below the emotional in- 
tensity of Epipsychidion. 

It was Shelley’s belief that a poet was really two people, the 
poet and the man. The man could and did see that a union with 
Emilia was impossible and probably not even to be desired, that 
it was better for Emilia to marry Biondi. He had written Claire 
(April 29) that Emilia’s marriage would remove “ a great and 
painful weight ” from his mind, and he had expressed to Mary 
(August 16) his desire to retire utterly from the world with 
Mary and their child. This was the man; the poet had proposed 
a purely imaginary elopement to Emilia. To the poet Emilia’s 
marriage was another beautiful idealism shattered upon the 
rocks of reality. The intense idealizing fire of Epipsychidion 
still smouldered, even though much of its original heat had van- 
ished, as it had risen, in the act of writing. To the poet Emilia’s 
marriage could only have seemed, like the defection of Eliza- 
beth Shelley nine years earlier, another addition to his poignant 
disillusions with life, a kind of death. 

Here one may well pause for a thoughtful reading of several of 
Shelley’s finest brief lyrics, all written in 1821. 
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A LAMENT 

OWorldl Olifel Otimel 
On whose last steps I climb. 

Trembling at that where I had stood before; 
When will return the glory of your prime? 

No more — Oh, never morel 

Out of the day and night 
A joy has taken flight: 

Fresh spring, and summer, and winter hoar. 
Move my faint heart with grief, but with delight 
No more — Oh, never more! 

REMEMBRANCE 

Swifter far than summer s flight. 

Swifter far than youth s delight. 

Swifter far than happy night. 

Art thou come and gone; 

As the wood when leaves are shed. 

As the night when sleep is fled, 

As the heart when joy is dead, 

I am left lone, alone. 

The swallow Summer comes again. 

The owlet Night resumes her reign — 

But the wild-swan Youth is fain 
To fly with thee, false as thou. 

My heart each day desires the morrow. 

Sleep itself is turned to sorrow, 

Vainly would my Winter borrow 
Sunny leaves from any bough. 

Lilies for a bridal bed, 

Roses for a matron s head, 

Violets for a maiden dead, 

Pansies let my flowers be: 

On the living grave I bear. 

Scatter them without a tear. 

Let no friend, however dear. 

Waste one hope, one fear for me. 
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TO 

When passion’s trance is overpast, 

If tenderness and truth could last 
Or live, whilst all wild feelings keep 
Some mortal slumber, dark and deep, 

I should not weep, I should not weep! 

It were enough to feel, to see 
Thy soft eyes gazing tenderly. 

And dream the rest — and burn and be 
The secret food of fires unseen, 

Couldst thou but be as thou hast been. 

After the slumber of the year 
The woodland violets reappear; 

All things revive in field or grove. 

And sky and sea; but two, which move, 
And form all others, life and love. 


TO 

Music, when soft voices die 
Vibrates in the memory; 

Odours, when sweet violets sicken, 

Live within the sense they quicken. 

Rose leaves, when the rose is dead. 

Are heaped for the beloved’s bed; 

And so thy thoughts, when thou art gone. 

Love itself will slumber on. 

A biographer may in any case quote these poems as exam- 
ples of Shelley s finest personal lyrics, admitting that their con- 
nection with Emilia is a matter more of belief than of proof. If 
the connection exists, however, it would seem to indicate that 
all of the poems except “ A Lament ” were written shortly before 
the marriage. 

Without his experience with Emilia, Shelley's sense of the 
tragic diflEerence between the ideal and the real could, have 
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given rise to such well-known lyrics of melancholy as “ To 

Music when soft voices die,” “ Mutability,” “ A Lament,” “ Re- 
membrance,” and “To When passion’s trance is over- 

past.” But there was no actual death or known melancholy 
event in 1821 which could have given definite occasion for these 
lyrics at that time — nothing except the marriage of Emilia. 
With this marriage a “ soft voice ” would die, to vibrate only in 
memory, and Emilia would be “ gone ” both physically and 
spiritually, leaving only the “ thought ” of her as food for Love’s 
slumbers. Its near approach did set, for the poet, a terminus 
to certain dreams, from which the awakening would be sad; a 
“ maiden ” would have died into a “ matron,” terminating a 
swift, beautiful interlude for the poet; a particular “ joy ” had 
“ taken flight ”; and for him, when the “ passion’s trance ” of 
this marriage had “ overpast,” there would be an end of the 
“ tenderness and truth ” he had known in Emilia. “ I knew a 
very interesting Italian lady last winter,” Shelley wrote to Hogg 
on October 22, 1821, “ but she is now married; which, to quote 
our friend Peacock, is you know, the same as being dead.” 
Except for Emilia’s marriage, what would be the point of the 
association of death and bridal-beds in these poems? Two of 

these poems are actually entitled “To ” with the name left 

blank. Emilia’s name fits the blank perfectly, and no other name 
does. 


It seems a pity that the story of Shelley and Emilia does not 
end with these poems. Five days before her marriage Emilia 
had written to Shelley: “ I have received your very dear letter. 
I am most disappointed that you are not in good health. Oh 
God! we are indeed unfortunate in this world.” After her mar- 
riage, she concluded, she would be pleased to receive his letters 
if he wished to write — “but please be very prudent in all 
your expressions.” This was quite consistent with their previ- 
ous correspondence. The bulk of her letter, however, concerned 
a very unusual request that had been advanced in a preceding 
letter now lost. A friend of hers, a lady, needed a sum of money 
which Emilia had imdertaken to secure for her. The whole sum 
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was evidently considerable, since Emilia thought Shelley might 
require Byron’s assistance in providing it, but a part would be 
better than none, and the sum could be handled by a third pa^+y 
in order not to compromise Emilia. Failure to provide the 
money would greatly disappoint her and compel her to wit- 
ness the suffering and destruction of a virtuous, sensitive friend 
to whom she had promised aid. 

It is improbable that Shelley granted Emilia’s request, for 
the simple reason that no considerable sum was at his disposal. 
What this unusual request really meant will perhaps always 
remain doubtful. Emilia was impulsive and naive enough to 
have written it to rescue a friend from distress and to expect 
her friends to receive it in the same spirit. Had not Shelley as- 
sured her long before, in words which she had approved and 
quoted back to him, that “ in friendship everything must be in 
common ”? Her biographer considers Emilia’s letter a proof of 
her unselfish, impulsive generosity. Prior to its writing, how- 
ever, there is no evidence of anything but friendship toward 
Emilia on the part of Mary Shelley, whereas afterwards Mary 
Shelley’s few recorded expressions about Emilia are unfriendly 
and injurious. Six months after the wedding she wrote to Mrs. 
Gisborne: 

“ Emilia married Biondi; we hear that she leads him and his 
mother (to use a vulgarism) a devil of a life. The conclusion 
of our friendship {ala Italiana) puts me in mind of a nursery 
rhyme, which runs thus — 

As I was going down Cranbourne lane, 

Cranbourne lane was dirty. 

And there I met a pretty maid. 

Who dropt to me a curtsey; 

I gave her cakes, I gave her wine, 

I gave her sugar-candy. 

But oh! the little naughty girl, 

She asked me for some brandy. 

Now turn ‘ Cranbourne Lane ’ into Pisan acquaintances, which 
I am sure are dirty enough, and ‘brandy’ into that where- 
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withal to buy brandy (and that no small sum, perd), and you 
have the whole story of Shelley’s Italian Platonics.” 

From this letter it seems clear that Mary’s revulsion of feeling 
toward Emilia was connected with Emilia’s request for money. 
It is not clear that the revulsion followed immediately upon re- 
ceipt of Emilia’s request five days before her marriage. Four 
months later, as we have seen, Shelley’s letter to John Gisborne 
mentions no disillusion. But within three months after Mary’s 
letter Shelley expressed a similar revulsion, his last reference 
to Emilia: “The Epipsychidion I cannot look at; the person 
whom it celebrates was a cloud instead of a Jimo; and poor Ixion 
starts from the centaur that was the offspring of his own em- 
brace.” 

One can only say that Mary and possibly Shelley thought 
that Emilia tried to obtain money from them for false or un- 
worthy purposes, but whether or not such suspicions were just 
is another matter. It is possible that Mary was misled by a 
latent jealousy and that Shelley’s revulsion was only a psycho- 
logical phenomenon, similar to several other sudden revulsions 
in his affections. To turn the beautiful Emilia into a centaur 
was not very different from turning Elizabeth Kitchener into a 
brown demon or “ an artful, superficial, ugly, hermaphroditical 
beast of a woman.” Shelley’s idealization of Emilia may have 
crashed to earth simply as a result of its hyperintensity. “ I think 
one is always in love with something or other,” Shelley con- 
cluded, in the same letter quoted above. “ The error . . . con- 
sists in seeking in a mortal image the likeness of what is perhaps 
eternal.” 

Whatever the cause of Shelley’s revulsion against Emilia and 
the Epipsychidion, its genuineness is attested by the previously 
imcertain fact that he actually withdrew the poem from publi- 
cation after only a few copies had been sold. In February of 
1822, about a month before Mary Shelley wrote the letter 
quoted above, Blackwoods Edinburgh Magazine spoke of the 
poem as having been “ suddenly withdrawn ” from circulation. 
By itself this might be regarded as irresponsible literary gossip, 
but it is rendered conclusive by a letter from Charles Ollier to 
Mary Shelley after Shelley’s death: “ As it was the wish of Mr. 
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Shelley that the whole of the Epipsychidion should be sup- 
pressed, I would not, though it was printed at our expense, suiE- 
fer the remainder to be disposed of.” 

Evidently it was no exaggeration when Shelley assured John 
Gisborne a few months later that he could not look at the 
Epipsychidion.^^ 
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WINTER AND SPRING IN PISA, 1821-2 

HELLAS; THE SHELLEY-BYRON CIRCLE; TRELAWNY; 

SHELLEY AND JANE WILLIAMS; 

EPISODES WITH THE CHURCH AND THE MILITARY; 
DIFFICULTIES WITH BYRON; 

DEATH OF ALLEGRA 


The Shelleys remained quietly at the Baths of Pisa until 
October 25, when they moved back into the city. Claire had 
arrived from Leghorn on October 9, and from October 11 to 30 
was the guest of the Williamses at Pugnano. Almost every day 
the two families were together for at least a part of the time, 
either at the Baths or at Pugnano, at breakfast, at dinner, or 
in the evening. The days passed smoothly in walking, boat- 
ing, or discussing. Mary was busy copying her novel, which 
had already been offered to the Olliers, and acquiring furniture 
for their house, for they were now fully decided to settle in 
Pisa and its neighbourhood indefinitely. Though this decision 
was reached shortly after Shelley’s return from Ravenna in 
August, he nevertheless wrote to Peacock inquiring about the 
possibilities of going to India in the employ of the East India 
Company. Peacock replied congratulating Shelley on his “ re- 
cent fixedness to one spot ” and pointing out the practical im- 
possibility of the Indian project.^ Within a week of settling 
down in Pisa they were also thinking of taking up their abode 
in Greece if the Greeks won their independence.^ 

Godwin’s financial troubles once more reached the edge of 
disaster, but he was granted a temporary reprieve before he 
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had time to unload them upon Shelley and Mary. On the score 
of Mary’s novel, however, he was able to cause them some 
justifiable uneasiness. " Respecting Ollier,” he wrote on O'^to- 
ber 10, " it is perhaps right I should say that I do not think him 
a very safe man, and I doubt whether you will ever get any 
money he promises you.” * After long and irritating delays Ol- 
lier offered three hundred pounds for Mary’s novel, but on such 
vague conditions of deferred payment that Mary was obliged 
to decline."* The book was eventually published in 1823 by 
G. and W. B. Whittaker. 


The knowledge that Prince Mavrocordato was now fighting 
for Greek independence gave an additional fillip to Shelley’s 
interest in that cause. Late in October a number of Greek revo- 
lutionaries, escaped from a recent defeat in Wallachia, passed 
through Pisa and were honourably treated by the government. 
Shelley was at that moment just finishing his Hellas, which he 
described as “ a sort of imitation of the Persae of Aeschylus, full 
of lyrical poetry,” “ a mere improvise,” “ a sort of lyrical, dra- 
matic, nondescript piece of business,” “ written without much 
care, in one of those few moments of enthusiasm which now 
seldom visit me.” ® Edward Williams made the fair copy be- 
tween November 6 and 10 and suggested the title, Hellas, on 
October 25.« 

In his Preface Shelley apologized for the thin and inaccurate 
“ newspaper erudition ” on which he was forced to rely for the 
factual basis of the poem. In truth, the obscure battles Shelley 
describes resemble those in the Persse of .^Eschylus far more 
than they resemble any conflicts described by the historians of 
the modem Greek war of independence. Similarly Shelley’s 
Greeks really belong to the world of Plato and the Greek histo- 
rians and dramatists. To Shelley this period was “the most 
memorable in the history of the world.” ’’ “ We are all Greeks,” 
he asserted in his Preface. “ Our laws, our literature, our reli- 
gion, our arts, have their root in Greece. . . . The human form 
and the human mind attained to a perfection in Greece which 
has impressed its image on those faultless productions whose 
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very fragments are the despair of modem art, and has propa- 
gated impulses which cannot cease, through a thousand chan- 
nels of manifest or imperceptible operation, to ennoble and de- 
light mankind until the extinction of the race.” 

Probably the only modem Greeks whom Shelley knew were 
Prince Mavrocordato, to whom Hellas was dedicated, and sev- 
eral of his relatives. To him the modem Greek (as he said in 
his Preface) was “the descendant of those glorious beings 
whom the imagination almost refuses to figure to itself as be- 
longing to our kind.” He had seen more ignoble Greeks, no 
doubt, in the busy markets of Leghorn. Soon Edward Trelawny 
was to give him a view of the squalor and dirt of a Greek trad- 
ing vessel which he acknowledged reminded him more of Hell 
than of Hellas.® Such revelations could never discourage a 
Shelley, for to him the Idea was more true than any factual rep- 
resentation of it limited to a particular time and place. The real 
Greece, as his choms sang, was 

Based on the crystalline sea 
Of thought, and its eternity. 

He had read Thomas Hope’s Anastasius ( 1819), with its un- 
flattering picture of the modem Greeks, as well as Byron’s real- 
istic comments on Greece in the notes to the second canto of 
Childe Harold. He probably knew, in one comer of his mind, 
more of the “ facts ” than Trelawny supposed, but regarded 
them as relatively insignificant. In his Preface he even admitted 
the inferiority of the modem Greeks. But what of that? As he 
had previously asserted of the French and Neapolitan revolu- 
tionists, their present lack of grandeur was only a temporary 
condition, a natural result of the very, tyranny they were striv- 
ing to overthrow. 

Hence the outcome of this particular revolution seemed to 
Shelley not half so important as the fact of revolution itself. He 
could not foresee the intervention of the Khedive of Egypt 
on the Turkish side and the counter-intervention of England, 
France, and Russia which was to establish Greek independence 
seven years later at the battle of Navarino. He evidently thought 
that the Greeks stood a fair chance of losing. Yet they had re- 
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^vived the spirit of freedom, whose losses were only temporary 
[losses as long as the spirit itself survived. This was the doctrine 
of revolution as expounded in the parable of the Serpent and 
the Eagle in the first canto of Laon and Cythna, the same doc- 
trine that is implicit in Demogorgon s concluding speech in 
Prometheus Unbound, in A Philosophical View of Reform, in the 
“ Defence of Poetry,” and in Shelley’s view of the contemporary 
Italian and Spanish revolutions. 

Though he had written rapidly, in the midst of arranging for 
Byron’s residence in Pisa and while still trying to keep warm 
the dying embers of “ Charles the First,” Shelley had a fond- 
ness for Hellas out of proportion to the care he had bestowed 
upon it. It represented the union of two of his greatest passions, 
liberty and Greece. He hoped that it would be published 
promptly, but Ollier was most irritatingly and uncommuni- 
catively dilatory. It was published in the spring (probably 
March) of 1822, and by April 10 Shelley had received a copy, 
which he pronounced the most accurately printed of any of 
his works.® Hellas received only one review, a very stupid and 
hostile one on June 30 in a shortlived London weekly entitled 
the General Weekly Register of News, Literature, Law, Politics, 
and Commerce}'* 

The plot of Hellas is too slight to require more than pass- 
ing notice. The Turkish Sultan, Mahmud, is oppressed with 
vague fears for the future of his rule; these are increased by 
the reports of land and sea battles brought to him by four suc- 
cessive messengers. He talks with an old and learned Jew 
named Ahasuerus, who is no other than the Wandering Jew of 
Shelley’s youthful enthusiasm dignified and ennobled by all 
that Shelley had learned between 1811 and 1822. Through him 
Mahmud talks with the founder of his line and learns that its 
end is near. Interspersing the thin action, a chorus of Chris- 
tian slaves comments upon the struggle, not in its present as- 
pects so much as sub specie xternitatis. Though the drama con- 
tains some fine passages of blank verse, it is in these choruses 
that it reaches a height showing that Shelley’s poetic powers 
were not declining. The first full chorus, “ In the great morn- 
ing of the world,” relates one of Shelley’s favourite stories, the 
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progress of Freedom, from its dawn in ancient Greece. The 
next, “Worlds on worlds are rolling ever,” presents both the 
evanescence and the distortions of human creeds and asserts 
that the star of Mahomet “arose and it shall set.” The con- 
cluding chorus, “ The world’s great age begins anew,” fore- , 
casts a new golden age and a revitalized Greece, but concludes 
significantly that possibly hate and death may still return. Such 
a conclusion is not merely a reflection of Shelley’s uncertainty 
about the outcome of the present struggle. Like Demogorgon’s 
last speech in Prometheus Unbound, it suggests that in Shelley’s 
view no golden age was ever perfectly secure against relapse. 

These choruses are more objective than most of Shelley’s 
great lyrics and suggest Byron at his lyrical best almost as much 
as they do Shelley. It may not be vdthout significance that 
when he was writing them he was reading with extreme enthu- 
siasm the third canto of Byron’s Don Juan, containing “The 
Isles of Greece.” “ Nothing could be more genuinely Shelleyan, 
however, than the underlying ideas of the drama or some of 
the shorter choral passages. The semichorus in the first scene 
is an almost perfect summary of Shelley’s philosophy of living. 
Though Hope, Truth, and Love may be obscured, it sings, they 
are never finally defeated or abolished — Liberty is the spark 
diat preserves their life and beauty. But Shelley had long since 
ireached the conclusion that living, or rather the time, space, 
^nd physical entities that environ living, are really only func- 
tions of thought. In Hellas he gave his final and most beautiful 
expression to this idea: 

. . . This Whole 

Of suns, and worlds, and men, and beasts, and flowers, 

With all the silent or tempestuous workings 
By which they have been, are, or cease to be, 

Is but a vision; all that it inherits 

Are motes of a sick eye, bubbles, and dreams; 

Thought is its cradle and its grave, nor less 
The future and the past are idle shadows 
; Of thought’s eternal flight — they have no being; 
j Nought is but that which feels itself to be. 
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Mistake me notl All is contained in each. 

Dodona’s forest to an acorn’s cup 
Is that which has been or will be, to that 
Which is — the absent to the present. Thought 
Alone, and its quick elements. Will, Passion, 

Reason, Imagination, cannot die; 

They are what that which they regard appears. 

The stuff whence mutability can weave 

All that it hath dominion o’er — worlds, worms. 

Empires, and superstitions. What has thought 
To do with time, or place, or circumstance? 

Hellas is also Shelley’s last utterance on another subject of 
lifelong interest — Christianity. The unfinished Prologue, the 
choruses, and the prose notes present a sympathetic view of 
Christ. In relation to Mohammedanism and the ancient pagan 
creed Shelley is even tolerant of Christianity; but in a universal 
aspect he still regards it as a monstrous perversion of Christ. 
“ The sublime human character of Jesus Christ,” he asserts in 
one of his notes on the poem, “ was deformed by an imputed 
identification with a Power who tempted, betrayed, and pun- 
ished the innocent beings who were called into existence by 
His sole will; and for the period of a thousand years the spirit 
of this most just, wise, and benevolent of men has been propiti- 
ated with myriads of hecatombs of those who approached the 
nearest to His innocence and wisdom, sacrificed under every 
aggravation of atrocity and variety of torture.” This view is 
quite consistent with the view of Christ in Prometheus Unbound 
and in the “ Essay on Christianity,” a prose fragment of some 
length whose date of composition is extremely uncertain, but 
which may have been written as early as 1815.*^® 


By the end of October the Shelleys were comfortably settled 
in Pisa on the north side of the Lung’ Arno, in the top floor of 
a house known as the Tre Palazzi di Chiesa. 'Their outlook was 
south, over open country toward the sea, rather than over the 
jumbled city streets that both Mary and Shelley found at times 
unpleasant. They had installed their own furniture, bought 
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with the savings of two years’ economy, but they were still try- 
ing vainly to get possession of books and two desks that had 
been left behind in England. The Williamses had also fur- 
nished their own lodgings, in the same building, on the floor 
beneath the Shelleys. Immediately opposite the Shelleys stood 
the Palazzo Lanfranchi, which had been taken for Byron.'* 
The Countess Guiccioli and Count Gamba, her brother, had 
already settled in Pisa. On November 1 Byron had arrived, 
bringing at least part of his household furnishings and menag- 
erie in a train of eight wagons that Shelley had sent to him 
from Pisa.'® Claire had simultaneously departed for Florence, 
and had seen Byron probably for the last time as her carriage 
drew to the side of the road near Empoli to watch Byron’s 
cortege pass toward Pisa.'* Byron brought with him his Cain, 
which seemed to both Shelley and Mary to be a poem of the 
very highest order. It was probably after reading Cain, with 
the third canto of Don Juan also freshly in mind, that Shelley 
wrote his fulsome and self -abasing “ Sonnet to Byron.” 

The following letter from Shelley to Peacock, undated, but 
written probably on January 11, 1822, leaves little to be added 
to the picture of the life led by the Shelleys in the autumn and 
early winter of 1821-2: 

My dear Peacock, 

Circumstances have prevented my procuring the certificate and 
signature which I inclose, so soon as I expected, and other circum- 
stances made me even then delay. I inclose them, and should be 
much obliged by your sending them to their destination. 

I am still at Pisa, where I have at length fitted up some rooms at 
the top of a lofty palace that overlooks the city and the surrounding 
region; and have collected books and plants about me, and estab- 
lished myself for some indefinite time, which, if I read the future 
will not be short. I wish you to send my books by the very first op- 
portunity, and I expect in them a great augmentation of comfort. 
Lord Byron is established now, and we are constant companions; 
no small relief this after the dreary solitude of the understanding 
and the imagination in which we past [sic] the first years of our 
expatriation, yoked to all sorts of miseries and discomforts. 

Of course you have seen his last volume, and if you before thought 
him a great Poet, what is your opinion now that you have read Cain? 
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The Foscari and Sardanapalus I have not seen, but as they are in 
the style of his later writings, I doubt not they are very fine. We 
expect Hunt here every day, and remain in great anxiety on account 
of the heavy gales which he must have encountered at Christiiicts. 
Lord Byron has fitted up the lower apartments of his palace for 
him, and Hunt will be agreeably surprised to find a commodious 
lodging prepared for him after the fatigues and dangers of his pas- 
sage. I have been long idle, and, as far as writing goes, despondent, 
but I am now engaged in “ Charles the First,” and a devil of a nut 
it is to crack. 

Mary and Clara, (who is not with us just at present,) are well, 
and so is our little boy, the image of poor William. We live, as 
usual, tranquilly. I get up, or at least wake, early; read and write 
till two; dine; go to Lord B.’s, and ride, or play at Billiards, as the 
weather permits; and sacrifice the evening either to light books or 
whoever happens to drop in. Our furniture, which is very neat cost 
fewer shillings than that at Marlow did pounds sterling; and our 
windows are full of plants, which turn the sunny winter into spring. 
My health is better — my cares are lighter; and although nothing 
will cure the consumption of my purse, yet it drags on a sort of life 
in death, very like its master, and seems, like Fortunatus’s, always 
empty yet never quite exhausted. You will have seen my Adonais, 
and perhaps my Hellas, and I think, whatever you may judge of the 
subject, the composition of the first poem will mot wholly displease 
you. I wish I had something better to do than furnish this jingling 
food for the hunger of oblivion, called verse, but I have not; and 
since you give me no encouragement about India, I cannot hope 
to have. 

How is yoiu: little star, and the heaven which contains the milky 
way in which it glimmers? 

Adieu — Yours ever, most truly, 

Mary saw Byron but seldom, as Byron's dinners were usually 
for men only. She saw the Countess Guiccioli rather frequently, 
however, and described her to Mrs. Gisborne as “ a nice pretty 
girl without pretensions, good-hearted and amiable."' To Shel- 
ley she was " a very pretty, sentimental, innocent, superficial 
Italian^ who has sacrificed an immense fortune to live for Lord 
Byron; and who, if I know anything of my friend, of her, and 
of human nature will hereafter have plenty of leisure and op- 
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portunity to repent her rashness.” The Williamses and Shel- 
leys continued seeing each other as frequently as at the Baths. 
Shelley now thought Jane Williams “ more amiable and beauti- 
ful than ever, and a soil of spirit of embodied peace in our circle 
of tempests.” Occasionally one or both of the Shelleys called 
on the Masons at Casa Silva. 

A Mrs. Beauclerc, a daughter of the Duchess of Leinster, who 
had been a neighbour of the Shelley family in Sussex, was spend- 
ing the winter in Pisa with her daughter. Shelley called on her 
somewhat unwillingly in late December, “ after much solicita- 
tion,” and was disgusted at her efiFusive reception of him.^® By 
spring, however, Mary’s journal shows that Mrs. Beauclerc was 
a fairly regular member of the Shelley-Byron circle. Medwin 
had returned to Pisa on November 15 to something like his 
former intimacy with the Shelleys. With Count Camba, Count 
Taafe, Shelley, and Williams he was a regular member of 
Byron’s riding party and was already taking the occasionally 
inaccurate and gullible notes of Byron’s conversation that were 
later to bring down upon his head the v^Tath of Byron’s friends. 

The Hunts, delayed in England by bad weather and Mrs. 
Hunt’s ill health, were expected daily. With Mary’s help the 
lower floor of Byron’s palace had already been made ready for 
their reception. From various places between September and 
March Hunt wrote to Shelley explaining each new delay, but 
always enthusiastic about the project of establishing a new lib- 
eral review in Italy with Byron’s and Shelley’s co-operation: 
“ What? Are there not three of us? And ought we not to have 
as much strength and variety as possible? We will divide the 
world between us, like the Triumvirate, and you shall be the 
sleeping partner, if you will; only it shall be with a Cleopatra, 
and your dreams shall be worth the giving of kingdoms.” 

November passed pleasantly in a succession of mild autumn 
days. Fires were unlighted and windows were kept open to the 
breeze as late as December 20; not until the middle of Decem- 
ber were there any very authentic signs of winter. Mary had 
resumed her Greek studies late in November and often read 
Herodotus with Shelley in the evening. By day she enjoyed the 
conveniences of the city and “ all the delights of friendly and 

335 



Improved Health; Association with Byron 


[1821 


social intercourse and by night she enjoyed the quiet and 
solitude to be obtained by sitting up late. Shelley wrote none 
too brightly to Claire of his health and spirits, but that was 
possibly because he craved more sympathy than he received. 
On December 21 Mary reported to Mrs. Gisborne: “You will 
be glad to hear that Shelley’s healtli is much improved this win- 
ter; he is not quite well, but he is much better. The air of Pisa 
is so mild and delightful, and the exercise on horseback agrees 
with him particularly.” Tom Medwin, on his return to Pisa, 
“ found him an altered man. His health had sensibly improved, 
and he had shaken ofF much of that melancholy and depression 
to which he had been subject during the last year.” ** In No- 
vember Shelley was translating Spinoza again, this time with 
Williams. 

Constantly the Shelley-Byron party of men dined together, 
rode together, talked, and indulged in pistol practice. Shelley 
was an awkward horseman, but he was better with a pistol, hav- 
ing a quicker and firmer aim than Lord Byron. He delighted 
both in the shooting and in preparing the targets. Conversation 
at the Palazzo Lanfranchi was lively and interesting. Occasion- 
ally the party was augmented by some travelling friend of 
Byron’s, as it was by Samuel Rogers toward the end of April.^^ 
Byron’s talk, like his letters and his Don Juan, was full of gay 
sharp flippancies and rapid changes from grave to gay, and 
from the comic to the almost sublime. He scoflFed at nearly 
everything except freedom and religion. 

Medwin, like Claire Clairmont, noted in Byron a basically 
superstitious attitude toward religion, and for that reason could 
not quite agree with Shelley’s opinion that Byron was to be 
compared with Voltaire. Whenever Byron’s talk turned upon 
subjects that to Shelley’s finer sensibilities seemed gross and 
indelicate, he would depart with scarcely concealed disgust. He 
was also baffled and somewhat annoyed by Byron’s constant 
flitting from subject to subject, his unwillingness to stick to the 
point and argue. Medwin, taking his unequal part in the con- 
versation, was, like Taafe, occasionally the victim of a little 
mystification and leg-pulling; yet his comparison of Shelley and 
Byron shows that he was something more than the mere sec- 
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catura that Mary Shelley thought him: “ There was something 
enchanting in his [Byrons] manner, his voice, his smile — a 
fascination in them; but on leaving him, I have often marvelled 
that I gained so little from him worth carrying away; whilst 
every word of Shelley’s was almost oracular; his reasoning subtle 
and profound; his opinions, whatever they were, sincere and 
undisguised; whilst with Byron, such was his love of mystifica- 
tion, it was impossible to know when he was in earnest.” 

Despite his opinion that Don Juan and Cain were almost 
supernatural achievements, and despite the charm of Byron’s 
personal presence, Shelley had no illusions about the funda- 
mental fickleness and instability of Byron’s character. Nor did 
he hesitate to disagree with Byron on questions of literary opin- 
ion. When Byron showed him The Deformed Transformed 
Shelley stated frankly “ that he liked it the least of all his works; 
that it smelt too strongly of Faust; and besides that there were 
two lines in it, word for word from Southey.” Perhaps it was 
the last statement, rather than Shelley’s lack of enthusiasm, that 
caused Byron to turn deathly pale and immediately throw the 
manuscript into the fire — only to reproduce it later. Shelley 
disagreed completely with the high rank assigned by Byron 
to Campbell and Rogers as poets, and with the low opinion 
Byron sometimes expressed of both Dante and Shakespeare.^® 

Byron, on his part, had a high respect for Shelley’s character 
and judgment. According to Medwin, he consulted Shelley on 
most of his personal and private affairs.*’’ He could be capri- 
cious, annoying, and rude with Shelley as with anyone; but de- 
spite his disagreement with most of Shelley’s ideas of religion 
and society, he was compelled to respect and admire him. In 
answering occasional criticisms from his English correspondents 
Byron consistently defended Shelley against the current mis- 
understanding of his character. 


As WINTER storms descended upon Pisa toward the end of De- 
cember, Mary was seized with a “ rheumatism of the head ” from 
which she suffered severely. For several nights she was en- 
tirely deprived of sleep. Shelley also reported himself to Claire 
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Clairmont as having “suffered considerably from pain and 
depression of spirits.”®* But within less than a fortnight he 
was writing to Peacock: “ My health is better — my care« are 
lighter,” so that the letter to Claire may be regarded as in 
part the expression of the for ever dissatisfied craving for sym- 
pathy which is to be found more in his letters to Claire than 
anywhere else except in his poetry. 

Something of the same feeling crops out in an earlier letter to 
John Gisborne, in which Shelley expressed his extreme admira- 
tion for Antigone. “ Some of us,” he concluded, “ have in a 
prior existence been in love with an Antigone, and that makes 
us find no full content in any mortal tie.” ** In a fragmentary 
poem called “ The Zucca ” written in January 1822, this senti- 
ment is more clearly expressed in the third stanza: 

I loved — oh no, I mean not one of ye. 

Or any earthly one, though ye are dear 
As human heart to human heart may be: — 

I loved I know not what — but this low sphere. 

And all that it contains, contains not thee. 

Thou whom, seen nowhere, I feel everywhere. 

From Heaven and Earth, and all that in them are 
Veiled art thou, like a star. ... 

By 1822 Mary’s journal had gradually drifted into more and 
more desultory mention of Shelley’s reading and writing. Per- 
haps this tendency, which first becomes noticeable immediately 
after Clara Shelley’s death in the autumn of 1818, is a sign on 
Mary’s part (as his poems are on Shelley’s) that the union of 
Shelley and Mary had lost some of its original sympathy. If 
so, it was only normal and seems to have been generally so 
considered by Shelley; he knew well enough that his ideal was 
not to be found in flesh and blood. But the unsatisfied craving 
still persisted, and he was even now beginning to see in Jane 
Williams at least a symbol of its possible fulfilment. Having 
already informed John Gisborne that Jane Williams was “a 
sort of spirit of embodied peace in our circle of tempests,” he 
wrote to Horace Smith two weeks later to commission him to 
buy in Paris a harp of seventy or eighty guineas’ value, with 
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some sheets of harp music,®^ which he intended as a present for 
Jane. Poems somewhat hke those to Emilia Viviani were soon 
to follow. 


Eably in December two episodes occurred which brought pass- 
ing excitement to the Shelley-Byron circle. On December 12 
Medwin heard at a bookseller’s a rumour that in Lucca a man 
was to be burned alive for stealing consecrated wafers from 
an altar. Shelley, out walking with the Williamses, heard the 
same rumour at the same time. Both went immediately to By- 
ron. Byron suggested that Lord Guildford, then at Leghorn, be 
asked to appeal to the Grand Duke, whose liberal and humani- 
tarian feelings would certainly cause him to stop the execution. 
Believing that the culprit was to be burned next day, Shelley 
was all for organizing a band to ride to Lucca and effect a 
rescue by force, to which Byron agreed, if it should be necessary. 
Meanwhile Taafe undertook to ride to Lucca to ascertain the 
truth of the rumour, and the others agreed to submit a written 
appeal to the Grand Duke, who was in Pisa at the time. The 
next day, probably from Taafe, news arrived which made vio- 
lent action unnecessary. The thief had escaped from Lucca into 
the Tuscan dominions, where he had been arrested at Florence. 
The Grand Duke’s officers, true to his reputation for humanity, 
had consented to surrender him only on condition of his being 
tried according to Tuscan laws. He was eventually sent to the 
galleys.®^ 

On a lower floor of the same house with the Shelleys lived 
the Reverend Dr. Nott, a prebend of Winchester Cathedral and 
author of a life of Surrey. He had once been subpreceptor to 
the Princess Charlotte and, according to a story believed by 
Medwin and Byron, had lost his position through abusing 
it for ambitious ends. Earlier, aecording to Medwin, he had 
earned the name of " Slip-knot ” for his dexterity in evading 
matrimonial engagements. Every Sunday Dr. Nott held reli- 
gious services for the benefit of the fourteen or fifteen English 
people who wished to attend. He gave Mary Shelley a personal 
and particular invitation, which she accepted, for three ser- 
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mons.“ These sermons, according to Medwin, constituted a 
trilogy against atheism. They were directed so pointedly at 
Mary Shelley that everyone felt that Shelley was being assailed 
through his wife. She wrote him a note and obtained his denial 
of any such purpose, but apparently she never returned to his 
services. Shelley only laughed, even when Dr. Nott later re- 
ferred to him at Mrs. Beauclerc s as a “ scelerato.’’ Not so Byron, 
who regarded the sermon as a shabby example of priestly mal- 
ice. Dr. Nott, he said, had revised one of the Ten Command- 
ments to read: “ Thou shalt, Nott, bear false witness against 
thy neighbour.” He wrote a nine-stanza satire, beginning: “ Do 
you know Doctor Nott,” which rehearsed various gossip at his 
expense and concluded: 

You may still preach and pray 

And from bishop sink into backbiter.®^ 


Shortly after this episode, a young Comishman named Edward 
John Trelawny arrived in Pisa. He was already acquainted with 
the Williamses and Medwin, having met them in Geneva in 
1820. He had read and admired Shelley’s Queen Mob and The 
Cenci and had been further interested in Shelley by Medwin’s 
constant enthusiastic talk and by similar reports from Williams 
after the latter had settled in Pisa. 

Trelawny had intended to hunt in the Maremma marshes 
during the winter with Williams and another friend. Captain 
Daniel Roberts, of the Royal Navy; but correspondence with 
Williams stimulated his desire to know both Shelley and Byron, 
so he set out early, planning to spend some time in the intel- 
lectual society of Pisa and to hunt later. On January 14, 1822 
he turned up at the Williamses’ apartment in the Tre Palazzi. 

Within a few minutes thereafter he became conscious that 
a young man in the darkened hallway beyond the open door 
was gazing upon him with a peculiar steadiness. It was Shel- 
ley; Mrs. Wilhams called him in and furnished the necessary 
introductions. Trelawny was astonished. He could hardly be- 
lieve that this tall, thin, boyish-looking person could be the 
deadly enemy of church and state that reviews had pictured. 
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Jane Williams asked Shelley to read a little from the book he 
held in his hand, Calderon’s El Mdgico Prodigioso, and Shelley 
complied in a manner that immediately told Trelawny that 
he was in the presence of genius: “The masterly manner in 
which he analyzed the genius of the author, his lucid interpre- 
tation of the story, and the ease with which he translated into 
our language the most subtle and imaginative passages of the 
Spanish poet, were marvellous. , . After the reading Shel- 
ley vanished as silently as he had appeared, but reappeared 
almost immediately with Mary. 

In the following days Trelawny soon became well acquainted 
with the Shelleys and Byron. From the first he was in their com- 
pany practically every day, though he seems not to have dined 
with them before January 23. He was pleased with Mary’s intel- 
lectual quality, and her engaging, alert, and witty conversation 
among her friends, even though he soon learned that she was 
often melancholy when alone. He greatly admired Shelley 
for his sincerity, his deep sympathies, and subtle intellectual 
penetration. He even admired Shelley’s idealizing tendencies, 
though he often tried rather ineffectually to bring the poet into 
closer touch with his own notion of the realities of life. 

The Shelleys were perhaps a little longer making up their 
minds about Trelawny. Five days after the first meeting Mary 
set down in her journal an unusually long sketch showing how 
much already he had stimulated her imagination. A little later, 
February 9, she elaborated the same account in a letter to Mrs. 
Gisborne: 

. . . Trelawny, a kind of half -Arab Englishman, whose life has been 
as changeful as that of Anastasius, and who recounts the adventures 
as eloquently and as well as the imagined Greek. He is clever; for 
his moral qualities I am yet in the dark; he is a strange web which 
I am endeavouring to unravel. I would fain learn if generosity is 
united to impetuousness, probity of spirit to his assumption of 
singularity and independence. He is 6 feet high, raven black hair 
which curls thickly and shortly, like a Moor’s, dark grey expressive 
eyes, overhanging brows, upturned lips, and a smile which expresses 
good nature and kind heartedness. His shoulders are high, like an 
Oriental’s, his voice is monotonous, yet emphatic, and his language, 
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as he relates the events of his life, energetic and simple, whether the 
tale be one of blood arid horror, or of irresistible comedy. His com- 
pany is delightful, for he excites me to think. . . .®® 

Some of the tales of violence that Trelawny told were doubt- 
less those later recorded in his Adventures of a Younger Son, 
which Mary Shelley helped Trelawny to publish years later. 
There, and in his subsequent career, one may see that he had 
in his nature a recognizable strain of ruffianism. Yet both Mary 
Shelley and Claire Clairmont were soon to learn that he did 
indeed possess “ generosity . . . united to impetuousness.” By 
the second week in April the Shelleys and Williamses talked of 
a romantic drama to be founded upon his singular adventures,*^ 
as those of " a Pirate, a man of savage but noble nature.” Some 
250 lines of it were written by Shelley before it was abandoned 
for more serious affairs. 

Even before Trelawny ’s arrival the Shelleys, Williamses, and 
Byron had resolved to spend the summer on the Bay of Lerici, 
and Shelley and Williams were coimting upon the help of Tre- 
lawny in building the boat which they were planning. The 
next day after his arrival Trelawny produced a model of an 
American schooner and was authorized to write at once to his 
friend Captain Roberts in Genoa, directing him to build a thirty- 
foot undecked boat on the same model. Mary and Jane listened 
to this fateful decision without enthusiasm. Somewhat laugh- 
ingly Mary said to Jane: “ Our husbands decide without asking 
our consent, or having our concurrence; for, to tell you the truth, 
I hate this boat, though I say nothing.” Jane replied: “ So do I, 
but speaking would be useless, and only spoil their pleasure.” 

Byron at once decided to build a similar boat, but larger, and 
decked. Williams, however, was so much in love with a boat 
design he had brought with him from England that he ultimately 
prevailed against the judgment of both Trelawny and Roberts. 
At this stage, Shelley, Williams, and Trelawny were to be 
joint owners. During the months when the two boats were 
building Shelley and Williams continued their naval exploits 
in the small boat that had already given them so much pleasure. 
But they were boyishly eager and impatient for larger sea-room 
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and a larger boat. Time and again they repaired with Trelawny 
to the banks of the Amo to sketch in the sand her lines and 
compartments; then with a chart of the Mediterranean spread 
before them they planned extended cmises. They talked of the 
exploits of Diaz, Drake, and Commodore Bligh, all accom- 
plished in small boats. Byron stood by with a wicked smile 
and speculated on the amount of salvage Shelley’s boat would 
fetch after his boat had rescued and towed it into port.®® 

At this time Shelley also expressed a desire to leam to swim. 
After watching Trelawny perform a series of diiBcult aquatic 
feats he remarked wistfully: “ Why can’t I swim . . . ? ” — 
upon which Trelawny proposed to give him a first lesson. Shel- 
ley shed his clothes briskly and plunged in, but made no eflFort 
to rise from the bottom of the pool. Upon rescuing him Tre- 
lawny found that he had regarded the prospect of death rather 
comfortably. “ I always find the bottom of the well,” he re- 
marked, “ and they say Truth lies there. In another minute I 
should have found it, and you would have found an empty shell. 
It is an easy way to get rid of the body.” ®® 


In ms almost daily walks, rides, and meals with the Shelleys and 
Williamses Trelawny would not necessarily have perceived a 
somewhat unusual emotional situation between Shelley, Mary, 
and Jane Williams — at least he wrote nothing to show that he 
did. Yet by early January Shelley’s admiration for Jane Williams 
had produced two poems, “ To Jane: The Invitation,” and “ To 
Jane: The Recollection,” which show that it was to Jane, rather 
than Mary, that he now looked for his bright moments of spir- 
itual sunshine. The two poems reflect Shelley’s pleasure in a 
walk through the neighbouring woods with Jane and Mary, 
apparently on February 2. Mary’s participation in the walk, 
however, is virtually ignored in Shelley’s two poems. It is Jane 
who is hailed as “ best and brightest ” and who is “ ever fair 
and kind if Mary’s presence is indicated at all it is only as 
the “ envious wind ” which “ Blots one dear image out ” and 
causes the poet to lament his lack of spiritual calm. 

Possibly it was during the stroll so commemorated that Shel- 
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ley came across the secluded spot to which he loved to repair 
later in order to compose in entire solitude. One fine spring 
morning when Shelley had vanished in this direction Mary en- 
gaged Trelawny’s assistance in finding him. After some fruit- 
less searching Trelawny found an old man who had seen “ Vin- 
glese malincolico ” and undertook to guide the searcher. While 
jMary waited near the edge of the wood Trelawny and his guide 
plunged on until they reached a deep dark pool surrounded by 
stunted and twisted trees. Near by lay Shelley’s hat, books, and 
papers. A few paces beyond, in the lee of a pine that had toppled 
over into the pool, sat the poet, gazing into the water in a mood 
of such abstraction or concentration that he had not noticed Tre- 
lawny s approach. “ Is this your study? ” Trelawny demanded. 
Shelley launched forth into fanciful praises of the spot. Tre- 
lawny reminded him that a " forsaken lady,” his wife, was wait- 
ing at the entrance to the grove. Shelley jumped up and stuffed 
his books and papers into his jacket pockets. “ Poor Maryl ” he 
exclaimed in rueful contrition, “ hers is a sad fate. Come along; 
she can’t bear solitude, nor I society — the quick coupled with 
the dead.” When they rejoined Mary she scolded Shelley af- 
fectionately as “ a wild goose ” with no sense of social obliga- 
tions; then the party started back for Pisa in spirits as wild and 
high as Shelley’s had been previously silent and abstracted. 

Shelley had been working on a poem beside his fallen pine 
tree, and Trelawny had picked up the manuscript. But it was 
such a frightful scrawl that he could read only two lines. With 
its smears, deletions, additions, and so forth, it reminded him 
of a marsh overgrown with bulrushes in which the blots ap- 
peared as wild ducks. Shelley explained: 

“ When my brain gets heated with thought, it soon boils, and 
throws off images and words faster than I can skim them off. 
In the morning, when cooled down, out of the rude sketch, as 
you justly call it, I shall attempt a drawing. If you ask me why 
I publish what few or none will care to read, it is that the spirits 
I have raised haunt me until they are sent to the devil of a 
printer. All authors are anxious to breech their bantlings.” 

When more fully drawn, the “ rude sketch ” later emerged as 
one of Shelley’s most delicately beautiful fancies, the poem now 
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known as With a Guitar: to Jane.^ The guitar itself had been 
purchased and presented when Horace Smith, about the end of 
January, had declined Shelley's request to buy for him in Paris 
a pedal harp to be presented to Jane/^ The following poem 
shows that the poetic inspiration of Jane's guitar was not limited 
to its presentation: 

TO JANE 

The keen stars were twinkling, 

And the fair moon was rising among them, 

Dear Jane! 

The guitar was tinkling, 

But the notes were not sweet till you sung them 
Again. 

As the moon s soft splendour 
O’er the faint cold starlight of heaven 
Is thrown. 

So your voice most tender 
To the strings without soul had then given 
Its own. 

The stars will awaken, 

Though the moon sleep a full hour later. 

To-night; 

No leaf will be shaken 
Whilst the dews of your melody scatter 
Delight. 

Though the sound overpowers. 

Sing again, with your dear voice revealing 
A tone 

Of some world far from ours, 

Where music and moonlight and feeling 
Are one. 

The beneficial eflFects of Jane Williams upon Shelley were not 
confined to her music and her cheerful, happy disposition. She 
had learned from Medwin something of the art of hypnotizing 
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(“magnetism ”) and was able to use it in combating Shelley’s 
occasional attacks of pain from his side. In a poem entitled 
“ The Magnetic Lady to her Patient ” Shelley gives a specimen 
of the soothing, sympathetic talk with which her “ magnetic ” 
ministrations were accompanied. In the second stanza Jane is 
made to say plainly: “ I love thee not.” At the same time she 
expresses deep pity that his case is so difiFerent from hers and 
Williams’s in that Shelley’s consolation in distress must come 
from a hand not his wife’s. One cannot be certain that any such 
conversation actually happened except in Shelley’s mind, but 
a later letter of Jane’s shows that it could have happened. “ You, 
I imagined,” she wrote to Leigh Hunt, “ as well as myself, had 
seen that the intercourse between Shelley and Mary was not 
as happy as it should have been.” 

Another poem, which Shelley sent to Edward Williams on 
January 26, shows that he was equally frank with both the Wil- 
liamses, as he was a few months later with John Gisborne. Here 
Shelley seems clearly to be speaking of Mary’s objection to his 
intimacy with the Williamses. “ The serpent is shut out from 
Paradise,” he begins the first stanza, and concludes it: 

I, too, must seldom seek again 
• ' Near happy friends a mitigated pain. 

He expresses the despondency of spirits he felt in his “cold 
home ” (the same phrase he had previously applied to his home 
with Harriet) and apologizes for the necessity of seeing his 
friends less often. The poem was sent to Edward Williams with 
a note requesting that it be shown to no one except Jane — 
and, on second thought, not even to her.^* The Williamses, 
seeing Mary’s deficient sympathy and Shelley’s excessive re- 
action to it, sympathized with both parties while condemning 
neither. 

Shelley paid another strong tribute to Jane in the tenth stanza 
of “ The Zucca,” yet in the third stanza he quite clearly disposed 
of the question of love. This poem, which was written in Jan- 
uary, is a fairly clear statement both of Shelley’s sense of ob- 
ligation to Jane and also of the fact that he was not in love 
with her: 
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Irritation ivith the Olliers 


I I loved — oh no, I mean not one of ye, 

I Or any earthly one . . . 

— which is but a slight variation from the passage from St 
Augustine that had been prefixed to Alastor six years before: 
“ Nondum amabam, et amare amabam, quaerebam quid ama- 
rem, amans amare.” 

The clue to Shelley’s state of mind as expressed in his poems 
of this spring was his own intense idealizing nature, which mag- 
nified both sympathetic and non-sympathetic moods far beyond 
any reality except the intensified transient reality of the mo- 
ment in which he wrote. It is unlikely that the Williamses, Gis- 
bomes, and Mary Shelley misunderstood, even though Mary 
may well have thought the situation dangerous in its future 
possibilities. 


At the same time there were anxieties and irritations that were 
more tangible and were not at all exaggerated by a hopeless 
craving for perfect sympathy. The Olliers had completely ex- 
hausted Shelley’s patience by their delays and indifference. On 
January 26 Shelley gave John Gisborne instructions to terminate 
the connection — “ extract me from his clutches.” But both 
Hogg and Mrs. Gisborne were of the opinion that Mary should 
allow Ollier to publish her novel.^^ Mr. Gisborne found himself 
obliged to temporize with Shelley’s instructions as Ollier, wish- 
ing to retain the business, made fair promises and delayed sub- 
mitting an account. Shelley again insisted upon receiving his 
account from “ this infinite thief,” but Ollier again delayed. The 
change to a new publisher was still unaccomplished at the time 
of Shelley’s death.^® 

Now that Horace Smith had left London and Peacock was be- 
coming more and more absorbed in East India Company af- 
fairs, it was to John and Maria Gisborne that the Shelleys turned 
to get their various London commissions executed. Eventually 
they were even able to prod Ollier into sending Shelley’s books 
and Mary’s desk, about which delays had been most irritating. 
Mr. Gisborne was a business man in whose judgment Shelley 
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finances; Hunt Sails for Italy 
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now seemed to have considerable confidence; the old miserable 
a£Fair of Henry Reveley’s steamboat was evidently forgiven. He 
consulted Mr. Gisborne’s opinion about employing a legal b"«i- 
ness agent to try to bring more order into his financial affairs 
and expectations than the unsatisfactory and exorbitant Mr. 
P. W. Longdill had accomplished. At this time Shelley expected 
to inherit an estate worth from £.5,000 to £7,000 a year which 
was burdened with about £22,500 in debts (mostly Shelley’s 
post-obits) and £10,000 devised to his sisters, besides an an- 
nual charge of “ some hundreds a year ” on his mother’s join- 
ture. The debts, Shelley thought, might by negotiation be re- 
duced to £ 14,000 or £ 15,000.^® 

Since early in 1820 the Shelleys had been living within their 
income, but with little to spare. Leigh Hunt’s expenses in com- 
ing to Italy raised financial demands which Shelley could not 
meet alone. With considerable difiiculty he got together £ 150 
to send to Hunt on January 25. Byron had already paid the 
expenses of furnishing rooms to be assigned the Hunts, and it 
was for several reasons infinitely galling for Shelley to have to 
call upon him for more. Nevertheless, it was necessary, and By- 
ron made no objection to advancing £250 on Shelley’s security. 
Shelley promised £50 more of his own in the future.^’^ On 
May 13 Hunt finally set sail from Plymouth. Long before this 
his various delays had assumed Odyssean proportions in Hogg’s 
humorous point of view. “ I would have written by Himt,” Hogg 
wrote to Shelley on January 28, “ but I was imable to muster 
up sufficient gravity to address a grey-headed, deaf, double, tot- 
tering, spectacled old man, for such I was persuaded you would 
be before he reached Pisa . . . and I was unwilling to inter- 
rupt, by any recollections of ‘ poor Hogg, who has been dead 
these fifty years,’ the meeting of Shelley and Old Hunt, which 
might possibly take place about the close of the nineteenth 
century.” 


Shelley’s anxieties over Himt’s affairs and his irritation with 
the Olliers was coincidental with a considerably deeper worry. 
Claire Clairmont had returned to Florence upon Byron’s first 
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Claire's Desperate Schemes for Allegra 
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arrival at Pisa. But from the moment Byron left Ravenna her 
fears about Allegra had redoubled. Early in February she 
was pressing Shelley and Mary to help her do something about 
Allegra. Mr. Mason had made a secret trip to Bagnacavallo on 
her behalf and had returned with disquieting impressions. Both 
he and Mrs. Mason urged vigorous steps to recover Allegra, 
but Shelley, although extremely angry with Byron, clxmg to a 
policy of watchful waiting.^* Shelley urged her to keep as tran- 
quil as possible and to come and spend the smnmer with him 
and Mary. He could oflFer little hope for improving Allegra’s 
situation: 

Mary tells you that Lord Byron is obstinate and awake about Al- 
legra. My great object has been to lull him into security until cir- 
cumstances might call him to England. But the idea of contending 
with him in Italy, and defended by his enormous fortune, is vain. 
I was endeavouring to induce him to place Allegra in the institute 
at Lucca, but his jealousy of my regard for your interests will, since 
a conversation I had with him the other day, render him inaccessible 
to my suggestions. It seems to me that you have no other resource 
but time and chance and change.®*^ 

Meanwhile Claire was forming wild schemes, apparently with 
the help of Elise Foggi, Allegra’s former nurse, who was living 
in Florence and whom Claire had first met on February 7. 
When taxed by Claire with having told scandalous stories to 
Mrs. Hoppner in the summer of 1820, Elise probably lied, since 
she eventually wrote notes to both Mrs. Shelley and Mrs. Hopp- 
ner denying ever having told such stories.’^ For two months 
Claire was in constant contact with Elise. Nowhere in her jour- 
nal is there any mention of Allegra, but many entries briefly 
record her low spirits. On February 18 she wrote to Byron, who 
disregarded her letter.®® She then made a four days’ visit to 
Pisa (February 21-5), but it is unknown what schemes, if any, 
she proposed at this time. 

After her return to Florence and renewed conferences with 
Elise, Claire proposed a mad new plan which evidently required 
kidnapping and a forged letter. It evoked one of Shelley’s stern- 
est admonitions. “ I know not what to think of the state of your 
mind,” Shelley wrote, “ or what to fear for you. Your plan about 
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Allegra seems to me in its present form, pregnant with irremedi- 
able infamy to all actors in it except yourself; — in any form 
wherein I must actively co-operate, with inevitable destruction. 
I would not in any case make myself the party to a forged letter. 
I could not refuse Lord Byron s challenge; though that, how- 
ever to be deprecated, would be the least in the series of mis- 
chiefs consequent upon my pestilent intervention in such a plan. 
I say this because I am shocked at the thoughtless violence of 
your designs, and I wish to put my sense of this madness in 
the strongest light.” There was now no way of securing Al- 
legra from Byron, he assured her, and he urged her to see the 
situation as it was and accommodate herself to it, at least for 
the present. “ If you would take my advice, you would give up 
this idle pinrsuit after shadows, and temper yourself to the 
season, seek in the daily and afFectionate intercourse of friends 
a respite from these perpetual and irritating projects. Live from 
day to day, attend to your health, cultivate literature and lib- 
eral ideas to a certain extent, and expect that from time and 
change which no exertion of your own can give you.” 

This was good advice, and surprisingly Horatian from a Shel- 
ley, but the distracted Claire could not calm herself so easily. 
She did circulate briskly among her Florentine friends, and she 
continued in a desultory way a translation from Goethe for 
which Byron was to pay (not knowing her hand in it) and for 
which he was to furnish a sketch of Goethe by way of introduc- 
tion. But she continued seeing Elise, and she dropped for the 
present a design she had formed of joining her brother Charles 
in Vienna. In April she was still unsettled, and Shelley wrote to 
repeat his former advice and to urge her to join the Shelleys and 
Williamses at Lerici for the summer.®^ 

In the case of both Claire and Leigh Hunt, Shelley stood in 
an awkward relationship to Byron. He had been the cause of 
Hunt’s emigration, and even before Hunt arrived he had seen 
Byron vacillate again and again in his desire to set up a liberal 
journal of opinion. The Tory journals in England were de- 
nouncing the Liberal in anticipation; strong pressure both di- 
rect and indirect had been put upon Byron. His friends had 
warned him not to cheapen himself by a pubhc association with 
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Revulsion from Byron 


Leigh Hunt and Shelley. One or two such letters he had shown 
to Shelley. Knowing Byron’s inconstant nature, Shelley was 
very much afraid that he might withdraw from the enterprise. 
Knowing also Byron’s mixture of penuriousness and generosity, 
he was also embarrassed about making financial arrangements 
with him, and yet it was he on whom Hunt relied for the ar- 
rangements. It was an even greater strain to preserve friendly 
relations with Byron when he felt so keenly the harshness of 
Byron’s treatment of Claire Clairmont and knew that he was 
suspicious of any suggestion about Allegra. 

Matters reached the point where Shelley’s dearest wish was 
to be able to separate himself from Byron without an open break 
— and yet Leigh Hunt’s dependence rendered even this im- 
possible. “ It is of vital importance,” Shelley wrote to Claire, 
“ both to me and to yourself, to Allegra even, that I should put 
a period to my intimacy with L[ord] B[yron], and that with- 
out eclat. No sentiments of honour or justice restrain him (as 
I strongly suspect) from the basest insinuations, and the only 
mode in which I could effectually silence him I am reluctant 
(even if I had proof) to employ during my fathers life.” Some 
two months later he informed Claire that in his opinion “a 
great gulph ” existed between him and Byron and that it must 
daily grow wider.®® 

From the second week in February, however, it was fairly 
clear that Byron could hardly be a member of the Shelley- 
Williams summer colony. Shelley and Williams left Pisa on 
February 7 to investigate housing possibilities at Spezia. After 
three days’ inquiring and inspecting in Spezia and neighbouring 
towns, they could find only two houses that were at all possible, 
and only one of these was for rent. Toward the end of April, 
when the Williamses and Shelleys were actually departing for 
Spezia, they were still uncertain of a house.®® Meanwhile an 
occurrence had taken place at Pisa which looked for a while as 
if it might terminate all such plans. 


On Sunday afternoon, March 24, Byron’s usual riding party, 
consisting of Lord Byron, Shelley, Trelawny, Captain Hay, 
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Count Gamba, and Mr. Taafe, were returning toward Pisa, fol- 
lowed at a short distance by Mary Shelley and the Countess 
Guiccioli in a carriage. As they neared one of the city gates 
a mounted dragoon (afterwards identified as Serjeant-Major 
Masi) dashed through the riders and seemed to brush insolently 
and defiantly against Taafe. That gentleman, always pompous 
and slightly ridiculous, could brook no derogation from his 
dignity; he called to Byron: “Shall we endure this mans in- 
solence? ” and Byron answered; “ No, we will bring him to an 
account.” The dragoon continued toward the city gate. Byron’s 
party (except Taafe, who remained prudently behind) put 
spurs to their horses, stopped the man, and demanded an ex- 
planation. He was half-drunk, however, and cursed them for 
“ maladetti Inglesi” He announced that he could cut them all 
to pieces, but would merely arrest them. Whereupon Byron 
laughed: “ Arrest, indeed! ” and with Count Gamba rode on 
toward the gate. Before the others could pass, the dragoon 
placed himself in the gateway and called on the guard to stop 
them. Byron and Count Gamba rode on, intending to arm 
themselves and return for the expected scuffie. Behind them 
the dragoon again grew violent. He made a vicious sabre-cut 
at Shelley, who warded or dodged the blade but took a blow 
on the head from the hilt and was knocked off his horse. The 
man cut at him again, but Captain Hay warded the blow with 
his stick, only to receive a cut across the nose when the sabre 
cut through the stick. 

After a few cuts and slashes at the empty air the man rode 
on into Pisa. Here he met Byron returning to the scene with his 
sword-stick. The dragoon put up his sword and begged Byron 
to do the same, which Byron did only on being given his name, 
that he might require satisfaction later. One of Byron’s servants 
had caught Masi’s bridle. Byron ordered him to let go, and the 
dragoon immediately put his horse to the gallop. By now, how- 
ever, it was dusk, and Byron’s servants, watching from his 
house, thought that another affray had taken place and that 
Byron had been killed. As Masi passed, one of them dashed 
out with a pitchfork and wounded him in the abdomen. He fell 
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from his horse and was carried to the hospital, where for several 
days his recovery seemed doubtful. 

In such a small, quiet city as Pisa rumours immediately be- 
gan to circulate. Some Englishmen had placed themselves at 
the head of a peasant insurrection and had made a fruidess 
assault upon the guard; Trelawny had been killed and Byron 
mortally wounded. Taafe had assassinated a dragoon and was 
being guarded against airest by Byron’s bulldogs. When word 
arrived on Tuesday that Serjeant-Major Masi was dying, the 
English all armed themselves against a possible attack from 
the mob. This soon gave rise to another story. Lord Byron and 
all his servants, with four English gentlemen, armed with stilet- 
tos and forty brace of pistols, had all been captured after a 
desperate resistance. Shelley received a message from a nervous 
lady, probably Mrs. Beauclerc or Mrs. Mason, warning him that 
friends of the wounded man might assassinate him if he visited 
her home after nightfall. From Rome the affray was reflected 
back to Pisa as an assassination executed by Byron upon a Tus- 
can colonel who had challenged him. 

Meanwhile all was not well among the English. Shelley’s 
wound was of no consequence, but Captain Hay and the Coimt- 
ess Guiccioli required physicians, the one for a face badly 
bruised and cut, the other for nerves. Taafe, having caused the 
fray and then carefully withdrawn from it, was first to exculpate 
himself by a statement to the police. But among the English he 
also boasted so constantly of his valour that Jane Williams took 
to referring to him as False-Taafe. To Byron he even said: 
“ My Lord, if you do not dare ride out today, I will alone.” 
Needless to say, Byron regarded him with a bilious eye for some 
days thereafter; not until April 3 was he willing to shake hands 
with him. Vacc^, who attended the wounded man, believed 
and quoted his story that he would not have drawn his weapon 
if one of the party had not struck him with a riding-whip, and 
Captain Hay privately admitted that Count .Gamba had struck 
the man with his whip. Vacca was willing to testify in coiut 
that Masi’s woimd was given with a stiletto rather than a 
pitchfork. 
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Soon Justice began to move with rather more than customary 
blindness. Depositions were taken on all sides, from fifteen 
participants and witnesses. A commissioner arrived from Flor- 
ence who interviewed Mary Shelley for six hours, the length 
of the interview, however, being due less to rigour than to 
politeness. English officials in Florence, called into the case by 
Byron, rather pooh-poohed the danger. No one of the witnesses 
could or would name Masi’s assailant. The Pisan authorities 
arrested one of Byron’s servants and one of Countess Guiccioli’s. 
Both were perfectly innocent, but one of them unfortunately 
possessed a rather villainous look — “ aveva lo sguardo fiero, 
quanto un assassino.” This man was soon ordered released by 
the commissioner from Florence, but the relatively meek- 
visaged servant of the Countess Guiccioli was kept in solitary 
confinement for some time aftei-wards. The Tuscan govern- 
ment, though liberally administered, had never regarded with 
enthusiasm the presence of such knovra Carbonari as the 
Gambas. It hinted that in view of the threats of vengeance 
Byron’s party would be safer in another city. Since Lerici had 
aheady proved impossible, Byron decided to do his summer 
boating from Leghorn. On April 9 he rented for himself and 
the Gambas a house in Montenero, about four miles from Leg- 
horn, but did not himself take up residence there until about 
the end of May.'”’ 

As Serjeant-Major Masi began to recover and the excitement 
died down, the Shelleys and Williamses turned again to their 
plans for a siunmer on the coast. But news arrived on April 15 
that the two houses Shelley and Williams had considered rent- 
ing were abruptly withdrawn — in Byron’s opinion, because 
the Piedmont government objected to Shelley as a radical. The 
same day Glaire Glairmont arrived on a visit from Florence, 
probably with the intention of accompanying the Shelleys to 
Spezia. In the uncertainty of their situation it was decided that 
the Williamses and Glaire should make' another trip to Spezia 
to attempt to find suitable quarters there. They returned on 
April 25, having achieved nothing. During their absence, as 
Williams guessed from Shelley’s face, disastrous news had 
reached the SheDeys. 
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1822] Death of Allegra 

Claire’s worst fears had been realized, Allegra had been 
stricken with typhus fever in her convent school at Bagnaca- 
vallo and had died on April 19, at the age of five years and 
three months. The Shelleys and Claire had not even known of 
her illness, though she had been ill for weeks. Byron had 
known, but thought the danger past. Under no circumstances, 
Shelley felt, could the news be broken to Claire when she was 
in the same neighbourhood with Byron. Though there was only 
one house, unfurnished, to be rented near Spezia, it was better 
to go there in all haste and then break the news. This was Shel- 
ley’s opinion; the others were doubtful. But Shelley was not 
to be denied; he was “ like a torrent hmrying everything in its 
course.” Mary, Claire, and Trelawny went ahead on April 26. 
Shelley and Williams remained a day longer in Pisa to superin- 
tend the loading of the two boats that had been engaged to 
carry their furniture. Next day Shelley and Williams were at 
Lerici, straightening out customs difficulties about their furni- 
ture and seeking vainly for another house. Shelley wrote thence 
to Mary urging that she lose not a minute in securing Casa 
Magni, the one available house in San Terenzo. It was none 
too large for the Shelleys alone, but they contrived to allow 
the Williamses one of the three bedrooms, and the party settled 
down in one house as best they could. 

It was now Shelley’s task to break to Claire the news that had 
been for days such an oppressive secret among her friends. On 
May 2, a day after the Williamses were installed with the Shel- 
leys, the two families were in a back room, planning how best 
to perform this sad duty. The door opened and Claire walked 
in. One look at their faces was enough to make her guess the 
truth. 

In the first moments of bitterness and desolation she must 
have said to Shelley and Mary some of the things that are adum- 
brated in her journals and letters many years afterwards. She 
always regarded Byron as the murderer of her child. Mary and 
Shelley, by not falling in with her wild schemes of rescue, had 
been to some extent Byron’s accomplices. Many years later, in 
a cryptic, bitter passage in one of her journals, Claire con- 
demned Mary for calmly witnessing the execution of a child 
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at Pisa, and afterwards shaking hands with the executioner.®® 
Without consulting the others she wrote Byron a letter of searing 
denimciation. Byron sent it on to Shelley — this time, it is 
be hoped, without his usual comments on Claire. The shock 
of his own grief softened Byron into an attitude temporarily 
more generous. He granted at once all of Claire’s last requests 
— for a miniature of Allegra, a lock of her hair, and the right 
to see the body before it was shipped to England. He even 
agreed that she might dictate the funeral arrangements. But 
Claire was willing to leave this to Byron, and Shelley was even 
able to persuade her not to go to Leghorn to see Allegra’s body. 

After the first wild outbursts, during which Shelley feared she 
might lose her reason, Claire settled at first into a state of ap- 
parent bewilderment; then she called to her support a fortitude 
which was quite surprising. Within a week or two she had be- 
come far more tranquil and had returned to Florence, though 
she expected to come back to San Terenzo for the smnmer. 


The increased interest in Shelley shown by the English reading 
public in 1820 and 1821 which has been discussed in a previous 
chapter continued with some slight abatement in 1822. The 
four current editions of Queen Mab then available, and the 
anticipation of the Liberal, lent a somewhat more furious tone 
to the Tory journalists. Leigh Hunt came vigorously to the 
defence in four letters in the Examiner and in a favourable 
review of Adonais.^ Exclusive of five poems inspired by his 
death, Shelley was in 1822 the subject of an unfavourable epi- 
gram and a neutral parody stanza; also of two poetic eulogies, 
by Arthur Brooke [John Chalk Claris] and J. W. Dalby re- 
spectively.®^ But Shelley had been comparatively isolated from 
English opinion in Pisa and was almost completely so at San 
Terenzo. His publishers neglected to keep him informed. By 
this time it hardly mattered, for his mind was made up that 
the public and the reviewers would have none of him. The 
failure of Adonais to receive adequate recognition had extin- 
guished his last hope. 
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^ LAST DAYS 

SHELLEY IN 1822; THE NEW ENVIRONMENT; 
TROUBLES AND PLEASURES; “THE TRIUMPH 
OF LIFE”; ARRIVAL OF HUNT; SHELLEY’S DEATH; 
DISPERSAL OF THE SURVIVORS 


When the Shelleys left Pisa on May 1, 1822, they had already 
been in almost daily association with Edward Trelawny for 
four months. For two months more they were to be in corre- 
spondence and occasional personal contact with him. From the 
first, Trelawny had been a sharp, almost fascinated observer, 
recording in his retentive memory details and anecdotes with- 
out which the story of Shelley’s later life would be seriously 
incomplete. At this point, therefore, it is well to pause for a 
moment for a general picture of Shelley as Trelawny saw him.' 

There was nothing particularly arresting about Shelley’s ap- 
pearance until he spoke. His first sentence, however, was apt 
to rivet one’s attention, because the deep earnestness and clarity 
of his utterance were perfectly mirrored by the ever changing 
aspect of his mobile features.^ This, however, was only when 
Shelley was interested. Though his manner was uniformly cour- 
teous, he dreaded bores almost as much as in the old days. He 
consistently avoided miscellaneous society, and when Mary 
“ threatened ” him with a party he was woebegone. His over- 
sensitiveness led him to an exaggerated impression that people 
shunned his society, but to those who sought it in spite of his 
own aloofness he was frank, cordial, and, in all worthy cases, 
almost excessively friendly. He would make extreme sacrifices 
to serve a friend, and in congenial company was generally social 
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and cheerful. Towns and crowds generally distracted him or 
threw him into dejection. To the rough and ready Trelawny he 
seemed as ignorant of the “ working-day world ” as a schoolgirl 
— so much so that Trelawny undertook more than once to en- 
lighten him. Such “ distractions,” as Shelley called them, usually 
resulted in a state of mirth and high spirits. 

From the city Shelley generally sought to escape during the 
day-time to the solitude or semi-solitude of the woods or his 
boat.® His daily routine was simple. He was “ up at six or seven, 
reading Plato, Sophocles or Spinoza, with the accompaniment 
of a hunch of dry bread; then he joined Williams in a sail on 
the Amo, in a flat-bottomed skiff, book in hand, and from thence 
he went to the pine forests, or some out-of-the-way place. When 
the birds went to roost he returned home, and talked or read 
rmtil midnight.” This monotonous routine was somewhat al- 
leviated by social contacts with Byron and his companions and 
visitors. 

Like Medwin, Trelawny was immensely impressed by Shel- 
ley’s thirst for knowledge. “He set to work on a book, or a 
pyramid of books, his eyes glistening with an energy as fierce 
as that of the most sordid gold-digger. . . .” At ten o’clock one 
morning Trelawny left Shelley standing in front of a mantel- 
piece, with a dictionary in hand, studying a German folio resting 
on the mantelpiece; returning at six in the evening he found 
Shelley in exactly the same position, fully believing that he had 
eaten the food that stood untouched on a tray near by. He 
paid little attention to meal-tunes, and only ate — rather absent- 
-mindedly — when hungry. If not writing or sleeping, he was 
reading; he read whilst eating, walking, or travelling — the last 
thin g at night, the first thing in the moming._. . f*} 

Nothing impressed Trelawny more deeply than Shelley’s 
mental powers. “ Sometimes he would run through a great work 
on science, condense the author’s laboured exposition, and by 
substituting simple words for the jargon of the schools, make 
the most abstruse work transparent.” ■* “ He kept your brain in 
constant action.” (His mental activity was infectious; it con- 
verted Williams noih a sportsman to a scholar and vvTiter; it 
elevated the tone of Byron’s conversation whenever Shelley was 
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roresent; it imposed upon Byron an unwonted docility toward 
'Shelley’s critical judgment. His excessive mental labour, in Tre- 
lawny’s opinion, “ impeded, if it did not paralyze, his bodily 
functions. When his mind was fi xed o n a subject his mental 
powers were strained to the utmost.” iThe occasional spasms 
which Trelawny thought were Shelley s only physical complaint 
were in his opinion caused by “ the excessive and almost un- 
remitting strain on his mental powers, the solitude of his life, 
and his long fasts, which were not intentional, but proceeded 
from the abstraction and forgetfulness of himself and his wife.” 
Trelawny believed that his intense brooding damaged both his 
bodily and hij mental health.^ 

“'"TTiKe Medwin againTTrelawny was constantly drawing a com- 
parison between Shelley and Byron, always to Shelley’s ad- 
vantage. In the rare social gatherings Shelley attended he was 
easier and less self-conscious than Byron.® Unhke Byron, he 
was completely unselfish. Where Byron, with large means, was 
petty in money matters, Shelley, with a limited income, was 
generous to a fault. In argument Byron was quick and shifty, 
Shelley acute and steady; where Byron was superficial, Shel- 
ley was bold and profound. " Shelley had a far loftier spirit. 
His pride was spiritual. When attacked he neither fled nor stood 
at bay, nor altered his course, but calmly went on with heart 
and mind intent on elevating his species. . . . His words were, 
‘ I always go on until I a m stopp ed, and I never am stopped.’ ” 
atheist to Trelawny. “ If his glorious con- 
ception of gods and men constituted an atheist I am afraid all 
that li stene d to him were little better.” Trelawny remonstrated 
"with Shelley for accepting the title and received the answer: 
" It is a word of abuse to stop discussion, a painted devil to 
frighten the foolish, a threat to intimidate the wise and good. 
I used it to express my abhorrence of superstition; I took up 
the word, as a knight took up a gauntlet, in defiance of in- 
justice.” 


The Gxxlf of Spezia, which Shelley and Williams had selected 
for their summer sailing, was at that time completely neglected 

359 



Casa Magni and Its Environment 


[1822 


by tourists. This considerable bay is divided by wooded rocky 
promontories into numerous smaller ones, the most beautiful 
of which was the little bay of San Terenzo, which was almost 
completely landlocked. Here was the primitive hamlet of San 
Terenzo, not more than two hundred yards distant from the 
house Shelley had rented, called Casa Magni. The surrounding 
scenery was lonely and romantic. Behind rose rocky foothills, 
extending down to the beach; in front lay the blue, tideless 
Mediterranean. Immediately behind Casa Magni rose a hill on 
which the owner had planted a young forest of chestnut and 
ilex trees. 

Casa Magni was a two-storey structure about twice as long 
as it was deep, with the lower storey projecting in front several 
feet beyond the upper one, forming an open porch across the 
entire front of the house. It looked almost as much like a large 
boat-house as like a residence. The ground floor was unpaved 
and fit only for storage purposes. The upper floor was reached 
by two stairways, one leading to a large dining-room which oc- 
cupied the entire centre of die floor, and another, in the right 
rear comer, leading to Mary’s bedroom. There were three bed- 
rooms, each occupying a comer of the upper floor. Shelley’s 
room occupied the left front comer, separated by the dining- 
room from the right front room occupied by Mary and Percy 
Florence. The Williamses, with two children, had the rear room. 
This whole storey had once been whitewashed, but the walls 
were now splotchy, the ceiling cracked, and the floor broken. 
There were an outbuilding for cooking, and separate quarters 
for the servants. This house now had to accommodate not only 
the three Shelleys and Claire, but the four Williamses as well. 
Mary and Jane groaned and complained when they first entered 
it and with difficulty were induced to stay. But there was no- 
where else to go, and they knew that Shelley and Williams had 
set their hearts on a summer’s boating in the bay.® 

The neighbouring hamlet of San Terenzo was too small and 
poor to be of any advantage as a source of supplies. Nearly four 
miles away, on the other side of a little river, a limited amount of 
provisions could be bought at Sarzana; Lerici, a mile away, 
could be reached by following a rocky, winding footpath near 
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the shore. The natives of San Terenzo were so crude of speech 
and manners that Mary thought them the most savage people 
she had seen in Italy. At night they gathered on the beach and 
the women danced among the waves while the men leaned 
against the rocks and joined them in a wild chorus. Once or 
twice Shelley and Trelawny joined them, much to Mary’s dis- 
gust. “ Had we been wrecked on an island of the South Seas,” 
wrote Mary Shelley almost twenty years later, “we could 
scarcely have felt ourselves further from civilization and com- 
fort; but where the sun shines the latter becomes an imnecessary 
luxury, and we had enough society among ourselves. Yet I con- 
fess housekeeping became rather a toilsome task, especially as I 
was suffering in my health and could not exert myself actively.” 

This was putting it mildly. From the first, Mary hated the 
place with an intense, almost morbid loathing. She com- 
plained that the natives were wild and hateful, that the living- 
arrangements were extremely inconvenient, and that the Tuscan 
servants would soon leave — which some of them did. The 
Shelley and Williams servants quarrelled among themselves 
“ like cats and dogs.” Jane Williams was dissatisfied also; she 
longed for her own pots and pans, which could not be unpacked, 
now that the Williamses had been compelled to accept a room 
instead of a house of their own. Shelley, in turn, reproached 
Mary for her antagonism to a situation in which he felt his health 
and spirits better than ever before. The wise Mrs. Mason 
showed a true estimate of this situation when she wrote Shelley 
that she dreaded Claire’s return to Casa Magni and wished the 
Williamses at least half a mile away. Mary precipitated sev- 
eral painful domestic scenes that were witnessed by the Wil- 
liamses and were later reported to Leigh Himt by both Shelley 
and Jane Williams. Hunt considered them serious enough to 
produce a temporary coldness in his attitude toward Mary, yet 
nothing which a few words from an old friend might not easily 
smooth over. The Williamses, though unaware of Mary’s subse- 
quent private apologies to Shelley, seem not to have taken the 
situation very seriously.® 

Mary was really in a state of nervous and physical ill health 
for which the others possibly made insufficient allowance. She 
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was expecting another baby in December, and her pregnancy 
was proceeding very unsatisfactorily. Her languor and irrita- 
bility were disturbing; she sometimes had alarming hysterical 
aflPections.® After May 4 she wrote nothing in her journal until 
Jime 1. 

Shelley confided to John Gisborne that the only flaw in his 
present happiness was “ the want of those who can feel, and 
imderstand me. Whether from proximity and the continuity of 
domestic intercourse, Mary does not.” As people who were 
friends of both Mary and himself, who understood their recent 
domestic life probably better than anyone else, the Gisbomes 
could be trusted not to misunderstand the situation, whatever 
they may have thought of Shelley’s wisdom in mentioning it 
to others. Not to blame Mary imduly, Shelley continued: “ The 
necessity of concealing from her thoughts that would pain her, 
necessitates this, perhaps. It is the curse of Tantalus that a per- 
son possessing such excellent powers and so pure a mind as 
hers, should not excite the sympathy indispensable to their ap- 
plication to domestic life.” 

The oldest of Mary’s imperfect sympathies with Shelley — 
Godwin’s afiFairs — now raised its head for the last time. God- 
win’s lawsuit had finally reached its miserable conclusion, 
though the Shelleys as yet did not know the result. Mary was 
disturbed and anxious. Shelley felt obliged to protect her nerves 
from Godwin’s importunities, as he had done in 1820 with 
Mary’s consent. In this both Mrs. Mason and the Gisbomes 
concurred, though it is not certain that Mary did. At any rate 
she wrote to William Godwin, Jr., for a complete statement of 
the situation. 

Mrs. Godwin had sent an alarming account to Mrs. Mason, 
requesting that she transmit it to Mary. Instead, Mrs. Mason 
thought it best to send it to Shelley, and Shelley wrote Mrs. 
Godwin a courteous letter explaining why her news must for 
the present be withheld from Mary, and promising such assist- 
ance to Godwin as seemed possible in his own circumstances.^^ 
He wrote to Horace Smith, asking if the loan of £400 which he 
had formerly ofFered Shelley for Godwin’s benefit was still 
available. Tiiis sinn, added to Mary’s expectations from her re- 
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cent novel, would just about make up the £.900 Godwin was 
adjudged to pay. But Horace Smith had already loaned this 
sum elsewhere and was unable to provide another similar sum. 
Moreover, he was strongly of the opinion that Godwin should 
take advantage of the Insolvency Act.^^ 

The situation was finally cleared by the arrival of yoimg 
William Godwin’s answer to Mary’s letter. In the long-drawn- 
out suit of Godwin’s landlord for disputed arrears of house-rent, 
judgment had been given against Godwin early in April. His 
motion for a new trial had been denied on May 1. On the same 
day Godwin had been served with two writs, one for the costs 
of the trial and one for repossession of the house. A few days 
later, just as the Godwins were being put out of the house, a 
third writ was served for the arrears of rent. They had moved 
to 195 Strand, and with generous assistance from their printers 
and stationers were able to continue in business, with nothing 
to threaten them except the payment of rent in arrears, which 
was not compulsory before October.^® 


Despite worries and occasional fits of depression and pain, the 
winter and spring of 1821-2 were the happiest time of Shelley’s 
life in Italy. Certainly his health was better than ever before.*'* 
For this his outdoor life and his congenial association with 
the Williamses was mainly responsible. Williams was a frank, 
manly, healthy-spirited young man who far surpassed the rest 
of the Pisan circle in understanding Shelley and sympathizing 
with him. Jane, though intellectually somewhat shallow,*® pos- 
sessed a sunshiny, affectionate disposition unfortunately in con- 
trast with Mary’s occasional moodiness and self -absorption, par- 
donable as the latter was after the removal to San Terenzo. 
Though Jane was also petulant on occasion, when her domestic 
instincts were offended by the makeshifts of semi-commvmal 
housekeeping, she was more often bright and cheerful. In the 
still, warm evenings, either on the water or along the rocky 
shores, her guitar and her singing could create for the moment 
a brighter world of thought and feeling than that with which 
they were otherwise surrounded. 
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There was a moment, probably in May, when Shelley and 
Jane seem at least slightly to have overstepped the bounds of 
conventional propriety. What this moment was is obscurely 
hinted at in two of Shelley’s last poems, “ Lines Written in the 
Bay of Lerici,” and “ Lines: We Meet Not as We Parted.” The 
first records a parting in the purple night from a “guardian 
angel ” whose presence “ made weak and tame All passions ” 
and inspired thoughts the poet dared not speak. Whether the 
“ guardian angel ” was Jane Williams or Intellectual Beauty, 
or a combination of the two, is not clear. It does seem clear, 
however, that the poet dared not speak his thoughts to her. But 
the other poem, “ We Meet Not as We Parted,” appears to be 
a sequel, and clearly indicates that either by word or by 
action the poet did declare a feeling which he was forbidden 
to cherish.'® 

If this was to Jane, as seems probable, it was the Jane of “ The 
Keen Stars Were Twinkling,” who lived in 

. . . some world far from ours 
Where music and moonlight and feeling 
Are one. 

In the actual world Shelley lived too close to Jane to idealize 
her completely or to fall completely in love with her in any 
other sense. He realized that she was intellectually somewhat 
commonplace, and he was occasionally uncomfortably aware 
of her domestic discontents. Writing of these to Claire on 
May 29, he commented: “ It is a pity that anyone so pretty and 
amicable could be so selfish — [But] don’t tell her this. . . 

It seems to have been well understood by all the others that 
Shelley’s devotion to Jane, even at its height, was limited. Her 
own ^chisive love for Edward Williams was unquestioned even 
by^Sfil&y and was explicitly granted by Shelley in most of his 
pt^ms to her. 

With her combination of music, sympathy, and beauty Jane 
could create moments of divine forgetfulness for Shelley; but 
if he had been compelled to choose between her and Edward 
he would probably have chosen the latter. Together Shelley 
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and Williams were having a glorious time, almost every day. 
At first Shelley’s boat was not yet finished, and her delivei^ at 
San Terenzo was further delayed by heavy weather, so that, for 
the first fortnight they were obliged to depend upon the IMe 
flat-bottomed skiff that had given them so much pleasure on tile 
Amo and the Serchio. When the sea was relatively calm the 
small boat was adequate for inshore sailing or rowing, but more 
than once, when the waves were high, the sailors were drenched 
in launching or landing their craft. Williams did a little inef- 
fective shooting and fishing. The matter of provisions was oc* 
casion for frequent walks along the shore to Sarzana or Lerici. 
All the surroundings were magnificently grand and lonely. In 
heavy weather the seas boomed upon the beach like heavy ar- 
tillery. 

On May 12, as Williams and Shelley were walking upon the 
terrace after dinner, they noted a strange boat entering the bay. 
As she came closer they identified her as the long-expected Don 
Juan. At once they set off to Lerici to take possession and make 
a trial sail, which had to be deferred one day because of rough 
weather. Of the three men who were in charge of her they re- 
tained only one, a young English sailor named Charles Vivian. 
The boat was a strongly built, trim-looking, undecked craft, 
Torbay-rigged, twenty-four feet by eighty with a four-foot 
draught. To overcome her tendency to ride too high in the water 
two tons of iron ballast had been fixed in her keel. Though 
somewhat cranky in a breeze, she was fast for her size, and 
handled well.^® 

Both Shelley and Williams were delighted with her. “ The 
Don Juan is arrived,” Shelley hastened to write to Trelawny, 
“ and nothing can exceed the admiration she has excited. . . . 
Williams declares her to be perfect, and I participate in his en- 
thusiasm, in as much as would be decent in a landsman. We 
have been out now several days, although we have sought in 
vain for an opportunity of trying her against the feluccas or 
other large craft in the bay; she passes the small ones as a 
comet might pass the dullest planet in the heavens.” He begged 
Trelawny to express his warmest gratitude to Captain Roberts, 
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received very cheerfully the information that the cost had prob- 
ably exceeded the original estimate of fifty pounds, and prom- 
ised a prompt remittance/* 

’ There was one small fly in the ointment. In the original plan 
■^relawny and Williams were to have been part owners of the 
boat, but Byron had then engaged Trelawny to sail the Bolivar 
for him, and Shelley had taken over sole ownership. At Tre- 
jjawny’s suggestion fhe boat was to have been named the Don 
jjuan. When Trelawny retired, Shelley decided to call it the 
Ariel from his favourite play. The Tempest. Whether or not 
Byron knew of this contemplated change, he persuaded Captain 
Roberts, who was superintending the construction, to print the 
name Don Juan on the mainsail. As a point of fact, the name of 
the boat was never changed; it was consistently referred to by 
the Shelley circle as the Don Juan. But Byron’s “contempti- 
ble vanity,” as Williams called it, had defaced a beautiful white 
mainsail. The blot must be removed, no matter what Byron 
thought. With help and advice from Signor Maglian, the 
friendly harbour-master at Lerici, Williams sought vainly to 
erase the letters. A sailmaker was then found and consulted, 
with similar results. In the end they were forced to remove a 
section of the sail itself.^® 

After the arrival of the Don Juan both friends were constantly 
on the water. Scarcely an entry in Williams’s journal of these 
days failed to record some sailing expedition within the confines 
of the bay. Shelley kept books and papers on board and did 
most of his writing there. Mary, who hated almost everything 
else about the neighbourhood, felt more at ease in the boat than 
elsewhere. At times when they could not sail, Williams was 
busy making a small, light boat of reeds, to be carried on the 
Don Juan and used as a tender. Finally (Jxme 12) he com- 
pleted a boat that answered all requirements and weighed only 
eighty-six pounds. Next day, between the straits of Porto Ve- 
nere, they encoimtered the Bolivar as Trelawny and his crew 
were taking her from Genoa to Leghorn. Proudly they received 
her salute of six guns and raced alongside for a while, only to 
find that the larger vessel was also the speedier. “ But I think 
we keep as good a wind,” Williams boasted.®^ 
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Tbelawny and Roberts appear to have utilized this meeting for 
a visit to Casa Magni. Trelawny made a short visit and then 
sailed the Bolivar back to Leghorn, but Roberts remained to 
help Williams change the Don Juans rigging.** On a second 
visit about a ■week later Trelawny had a good opportunity to 
judge the Don Juan and the seamanship with which she was 
handled. Already her navigators were considering the Mediter- 
ranean too small a sphere of operations; they talked of the broad 
sea-room of the Atlantic. Shelley was still a most indifiFerent 
steersman. He had a book in his hand, as usual, and when 
Williams yelled: “ LuflF,” he brought her into the wind’s eye. 
He was promptly demoted by the skipper and told to attend 
the mainsheet. On the next order: “ Let go the mainsheet,” 
the sheet was jammed and Shelley was almost swept overboard. 
This did not affect Shelley’s high spirits, nor were they de- 
pressed by Williams’s disgust at his seamanship. “ You will do 
nothing with Shelley,” Trelawny warned Williams, “ until you 
heave his books and papers overboard, sheer the ■wisps of hair 
that hang over his eyes; and plunge his arms up to the elbows 
in a tar-bucket.” Williams was actually a somewhat better sailor 
than Trela^wny had expected to find, but was out of practice. 
The boy, Charles Vivian, was quick and handy. Nevertheless, 
Trelawny suggested that the boat needed also a Genoese sailor 
to help handle her in heavy weather. But Williams was as 
touchy about the boat’s character as if she had been his wife — 
“ as if we three seasoned salts were not enough to manage an 
open boatl ” 

About a fortnight before Trela^wny’s arrival Shelley had writ- 
ten to Claire, who was feeling ill and depressed, urging her to 
make a visit to Casa Magni. Claire had arrived about June 6 ** 
— a new Claire, no longer petulant and oppressed with forebod- 
ings, but vivacious and talkative.*® 

Two or three days after Claire’s arrival, during a spell of hot, 
sultry weather, Mary was threatened with a miscarriage. After 
a week of wretched health the miscarriage occurred on June 16. 
For seven hours she lay almost lifeless. Claire and Jane applied 
restoratives and stimulants while others sought frantically for 
ice and a doctor. The ice arrived first, but Claire and Jane were 
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afraid to make use of it without a doctors directions. For a 
short while it looked as if nothing could save Mary’s life. Shel- 
ley, who had read medical books and who had only recently 
acted as doctor in some minor emergency of Jane’s, took the 
responsibility of making Mary sit in ice. The doctor arrived 
only in time to commend Shelley’s decision and to prescribe 
for Mary after the emergency was over. Thereafter her con- 
valescence was slow, and her state of mind even more depressed 
and apprehensive than before.^** 

In spite of his surface pleasure and his very obvious physical 
improvement Shelley had himself felt far more disturbed than 
he probably realized. A month before Mary’s miscarriage, 
when he was compelled to repress his feelings in dealing with 
Byron about the death of Allegra, they had asserted themselves 
in a waking vision. As he was walking with Williams on the 
terrace in front of the house he had seen a naked child, like 
Allegra, rise up from the sea and clap its hands at him as if in 
joy. “ There it is again — Therel ” he cried to Williams. He was 
so shaken that for some time he could not tell what he had 
seen, and it was with some difficulty that Williams persuaded 
him that it was a trance and not reality 

Following the emergency of Mary’s miscarriage Shelley saw 
several visions. He met his own figure walking on the terrace, 
and the phantasm demanded of him: “ How long do you mean 
to be content? ” Another time, in the middle of the night, he 
screamed loudly and rushed into Mary’s room. He continued 
to scream in spite of Mary’s eflForts to waken him, until Mary, 
still almost too ill to walk, fled to the Williamses in a panic and 
collapsed at their door. Shelley was now awake and explained 
that he had had two visions. In the first the Williamses had 
appeared to him, mangled and battered, and had warned him 
that the sea was flooding the house and pounding it to pieces. 
Then he saw a vision of himself strangling Mary, and he had 
rushed into her room and had been awakened by her flight. 
Mary thought them dreams, but Shelley could not be persuaded 
that they were not waking visions. A strong subconscious ten- 
sion seemed to be gripping almost everyone except Ned Wil- 
liams. Even the unimaginative Jane was not exempt; she was 
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sure she had seen Shelley walk across the terrace, followed a 
few minutes later by his phantasm.*® 

This tension was certainly not seriously recognized, except 
by Mary. To the end Shelley considered the life at Casa Magni 
extraordinarily happy. “. . . We drive along this delightful 
bay in the evening wind, under the summer moon, until earth 
appears another world. Jane brings her guitar, and if the past 
and the future could be obliterated, the present would content 
me so well that I could say with Faust to the passing moment, 
‘Remain, thou, thou art so beautiful.’” Shelley’s last extant 
letter from Casa Magni concluded: “. . . My only regret is that 
the summer must ever pass, or that Mary has not the same 
predilection for this place that I have, which would induce me 
never to shift my quarters.” ^ 


The subconscious apprehension which still dogged them was 
perhaps partly propitiated, for Shelley, by his unfinished “ Tri- 
umph of Life.” In the midst of his pleasure Shelley was writing 
his last long poem, a fragment which contains a powerful pic- 
ture of human unhappiness and delusion. Some six months 
earlier he had been thinking of a tragedy founded on the story 
of Timon of Athens, which would have given him an equal op - 
portunity to depict human meanness and depravity.*® My firm 
persuasion,” he had written about a month later, “ is that the 
mass of mankind, as things are arranged at present, are cruel, 
deceitful, and selfish, and always on the watch to surprise those 
few who are not. . . .”*^ It is such a humanity that Shelley 
describes in the 547 lines of “ The Triumph of Life ” that he was 
able to write before he laid the poem aside for a temporary in- 
terruption that was_tob£jgerpel^l^_ -- - - — 

Approximatefy the first half of the fragment is devoted to the 
description of a weird and saddening triumphal procession, that 
of Life. Her chariot is driven madly by a Janus-faced charioteer 
whose eyes are bandaged. Millions of figures, young and old, 
dance madly jftid disgracefully before and after her chariot. 
Eventually they sink into the dust and the chariot passes over 
them. Along with the meaner captives of life move great em- 
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perors, philosophers, and religious leaders — even Plato is there, 
and several of the fathers of the Christian church “ who rose 
like shadows between man and God ” until the eclipse they cre- 
ated was taken for the religion which it obscured. Only a few, 
like Christ and Socrates, were totally exempt from the vile bond- 
age which Life imposed. 

“ Struck to the heart by this sad pageantry,” the poet is ad- 
dressed by one of the captives who identifies himself as Rous- 
seau. The remaining half of the fragment is devoted to Rous- 
seau’s symbolic story of how he became enslaved to Life after 
having once seen a brighter vision which is surely the Intellec- 
tual Beauty that Shelley had recently given a more definite 
form as the Witch of Atlas : 

A Shape all light, which with one hand did fling 
Dew on the earth, as if she were the dawn. 

And the invisible rain did ever sing 

/ 

* A silver music on the mossy lawn; 

And still before me, on the dusky grass. 

Iris her many-coloured scarf had drawn: 

In her right hand she bore a crystal glass, 

Mantling with bright Nepenthe; the fierce splendour 
Fell from her as she moved under the mass 

Out of the deep cavern. . . . 

The cave, the fountain ( the “ burning Fountain ” of Adonais, 
whence all beauty arises and to which it returns), the crystal 
glass which she offers to a few chosen spirits, the effects of its 
contents and of her presence, are all clearly recognizable prop- 
erties of Shelley’s beautiful Witch. Rousseau drank from her 
crystal glass; but soon a new vision came over him as the beauti- 
ful shape grew dim before his eyes. Still as he moved along 
through the wilderness he was conscious that the Shape kept 
its “obscure tenor” beside his path. After a while the new 
vision supplanted the former one; the triumphal car of Life 
swept across his way and he was caught up in her wild mob of 
singing, dancing sycophants. The grove grew dense with shad- 
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ows, the earth grey with phantoms; soon from every form in the 
procession the beauty began slowly to wane. Weary of the mad- 
ness, he dropped by the wayside where the poet later discovered 
him. Almost his last words before the fragment ends were: 

Then what is life? ’ I cried. . . 

Whether the answer, if any, was to be in Rousseau’s words 
or Shelley’s is uncertain. If Shelley’s, one may suppose that 
the answer would conform to his previous answers that life was 
a dream, a shadow, a stain upon the “ white radiance of Eter- 
nity,” a “ painted veil ” mistakenly called life by those who think 
they live, a “ loathsome mask ” as long as tire world is domi- 
nated by ignorance and error, a fair garden which at least to 
earthly eyes seemed abandoned by a celestial mistress until rank 
weeds flourished and the sensitive plants drooped. Entering 
it he called “ the eclipsing Curse of birth leaving it he called 
lifting a veil from reality. He had stated his conviction in his 
essay “ On the Devil and Devils ” that “ the most admirable 
tendencies to happiness and preservation are forever ba£Bed 
by misery and decay,” and in his “ Essay on Christianity ” that 
it was indisputably true that “ some evil spirit has dominion in 
this imperfect world.” To Trelawny he had characterized hu- 
man life as “a perpetual torment to ourselves and to every 
living thing.” Even as he was writing “ The Triumph of Life ” 
Shelley asked Trelawny to secure for him some prussic acid, 
stating that he had no present intention of suicide, but that a 
time might come when he would find life insupportable.*® 

Certainly it is an unavoidable conclusion that when Shelley 
wrote “ The Triumph of Life ” he had a profound and almost 
morbid conviction of the pains and penalties of living. But it 
is a misconception of Shelley’s character and writings to assume 
either that this was something new or that it negates his funda- 
mental optimism. He held these same beliefs, and expressed 
them wiA equal poignance, in Prometheus Unbound, which 
asserts the perfectibility of the human spirit. Only a few months 
before “ The Triumph of Life ” he had written Hellas, which 
is anything but despondent. All of his associates regarded him 
as one whose view of human life was fundamentally optimistic. 

The two extremes have their parallels in Shelley’s expression 
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at different times about, or to, his associates. His father, his 
mother, Elizabeth Kitchener, Hogg, Harriet, tho Gisbornes, 
Godwin, Mrs. Mason, Byron, Emilia Viviani, even Mary, if I 
have correctly interpreted “ Julian and Maddalo,” were all sub- 
jects at various times of attraction and revulsioikthat were in 
most cases extreme, ft is~verv probable that both phenomena 
owe a great deal to Shelley’s conviction of persecution and to 
what modem psychologists would undoubtedly call a manic- 
depressive psychology — the violent fluctuations between de- 
pression and “almost supernatural elevation” which Shelley 
himself seemed to regard as characteristic]^ One would be ill- 
advised to take either extreme for the whole outlook. According 
to his own testimony and that of most other witnesses, when 
Shelley wrote “ The Triumph of Life ” and desired to procure 
pmssic acid he was in the best health he had felt for years and 
was finding his happiest enjoyment of life. 

After all, “The Triumph of Life” is a fragment. Its con- 
clusion is not to be assumed, but may only be guessed at in the 
light of Shelley’s known character and beliefs, and in relation 
to its model, the Triumphs of Petrarch.*® The first test does not 
indicate that the poem, if it was to be of similar length to Pro- 
metheus Unbound, would have been any less optimistic in con- 
clusion. Prometheus Unbound shows a realization of human 
evil fully as profound as that in “ The Triumph of Life.” If only 
the first 547 lines had survived, there would be scarcely a hint 
of its triumphal conclusion — only the picture of Prometheus, 
after three thousand years of agony, recalling his curse and be- 
ing subjected thereafter to worse tortures. The fragment would 
end widi the statement that the words of the greatest benefactor 
in history had been converted into deadly spiritual poison. Simi- 
larly, if all but the first 547 lines of Petrarch’s Triumphs had 
been lost, there would have been no hint of the triumph of 
tme spi ritual grandeur to which the poems as a whole conduce. 
Thus, if Shelley had followed his model to the end, or if he had 
followed his own previous, fimdamentally consistent bent, he 
would have reached a conclusion anything but pessimistic, 
though perhaps, like Petrarch’s, “ pinnacled dim in the intense 
mane ” of an Eternity rather far removed from man’s earthly 
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jhopes and fears. Once before, in Adonais, he had expressed a 
Tetrarchail fdea of eternity and immortality, substituting only 
his own Intellectual Beauty for Petrarch's God. And, as we 
have seen. Intellectual Beauty had been early introduced into 
“ The Triumpii of Life,” ready to perform her customary min- 
Jstry. 

But fortunately one does if5Y have to put one's own inter- 
pretation on an unfinished, highly subjective poem to obtain 
Shelley's final opinion of the world and the possibility of its 
improvement. Only a few days before his death, while he was 
still composing ‘‘The Triumph of Life,” he wrote in his last 
letter to Horace Smith: 

It seems to me that things have now arrived at such a crisis as 
requires every man plainly to utter his sentiments on the inefficacy 
of the existing religions, no less than the political systems, for re- 
straining and guiding mankind. Let us see the truth, whatever that 
'may be. The destiny of man can scarcely be so degraded that he 
was born only to die — and if such should be the case, delusions, 
especially the gross and preposterous one of the existing religion, can 
scarcely be supposed to exalt it. If every man said what he thought, 
it could not subsist a day. But all, more or less, subdue themselves 
to the element that surrounds them, and contribute to the evils they 
lament byJthi^hypocnsy tha^jspriugsJtQm . . . 

England appears to be in a desperate condition, Ireland still worse; 
and no class of those who subsist on the public labour will be per- 
suaded that their claims on it must be diminished. But the govern- 
ment must content itself with less in taxes, the landholder must sub- 
mit to receive less rent, and the fundholder a diminished interest, 
or they will all get nothing. I once thought to study these affairs and 
write or act in them — I am glad that my good genius said refrain 
— I see little public virtue, and I foresee that the contest will be one 
of blood and gold, two elements which however much to my taste 
in my pocket and my veins, I have an objection to out of them. . . 

This is far from the rosy optimism with which Shelley had 
invaded Ireland ten years before. His sense of mission had 
suffered serious setbacks. He had found by experience that life 
cannot be lived in entire immunity from cross-currents that 
thwart or divert even the most determined will. He no longer 
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felt obliged to take an inmiediate hand in events. But the 
liberation of the human, mind, through which alohe true free- 
dom could be attained, was an object still to be pursued. He 
held it his duty and every man’s duty to speak his mind against 
error. Whether or not he still wore the ring he had described 
to Peacock two years before, he had not renounced its motto: 
“ II buon tempo vend.” 


On June 20 Shelley heard that the Hunts had arrived at Genoa. 
On the 24th Shelley and Williams were on the point of setting 
sail for Genoa when Mary suflFered a relapse caused largely by 
Shelley’s sleep-walking experience of the night before, which 
has been previously described. About the end of the month 
the Hunts sailed from Genoa to Leghorn, and as soon as the 
news reached Lerici Shelley and Williams prepared to join 
them. Shelley had grave doubts about Byron’s constancy in 
the project for the Liberal and wished to be on hand promptly 
to see that everything was as propitious as possible at the start. 
In the spring he had done some translations from Goethe, 
Homer, and Calderon for the Liberal, but he was resolved to 
write little or nothing more for it, lest his unpopularity have a 
bad eflfect on the journal’s circulation. 

Mary had wished to accompany Shelley to greet the Hunts, 
but she was still far too weak to do so. Depressed and appre- 
hensive as she was, she couW hardly bear the thought of Shel- 
ley’s departure. She gave Shelley or Williams a note to Leigh 
Hunt, begging him in hysterical terms not to accept Shelley’s 
all too probable invitation to visit “ this dungeon ” where she 
thought of herself as chained.®^ She called Shelley back several 
times, and wept bitterly when he finally stepped on board.®* 

No such forebodings oppressed Shelley as he and Williams 
weighed anchor at two o’clock on July 1, made a short run over 
to Lerici to pick up Captain Roberts, and then laid their course 
for Leghorn. In seven and a half hours they had completed the 
run of forty-five or fifty miles. But the health oflBce was closed 
when they reached Leghorn at nine o’clock and the Italian 
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quarantine laws were far too strict to permit landing without 
an inspection.' So they anchored astern of the Bolivar and made 
shift to sleep on board. 

Next morning they heard (probably from the health officers) 
that Count Gamba’s family was being exiled from Tuscany. As 
they landed they encountered Count Gamba’s group leaving 
the police office, having just been given short notice to quit 
Tuscany. This was bad news for Shelley and the Liberal, for it 
meant that Byron’s present household at Monte Nero was dis- 
agreeably upset and that Byron might accompany the Gambas 
into exile. 

They met the Hunts, who weleomed them gladly. Marianne 
Hunt was seriously ill and was soon to be pronoimced dying by 
the celebrated Vacc^i, whom she outhved by many years. It did 
not help her state of mind or her husband’s that Byron had 
welcomed her with almost insulting coldness and hauteur.*® 
Young Thornton Hunt, now a keen, quick lad of twelve, noticed 
that Shelley had changed greatly since the old days at Marlow; 
he was far stronger and healthier-looking; he had added some 
three or four inches to his chest measure; his voice was stronger; 
and his manner much more confident and downright.*® 

On the morning of July 3 Shelley accompanied the Hunts to 
Pisa, and Byron returned to his Pisan residence. Getting the 
Himts settled in their new quarters was less difficult than tying 
Byron down to a definite mode of operation for the Liberal. 
At first Byron said he did not to publish anything in it 
over his own name. He considered that the expulsion of the 
Gambas was also an attack upon himself, and talked of moving 
to America, to Genoa, Geneva, and finally Lucca. With Byron 
everything was confusion; with the Hunts everything was de- 
spair. Shelley’s own state of mind was depressed by at least one 
semi-hysterical letter from Mary, urging his early return and 
saying that she was haunted by a feeling of impending dis- 
aster.*^ Gradually, under Shelley’s tactful persistence, Byron 
came round to a definite agreement which was satisfactory. 
He oflFered for the first number the copyright of his Vision of 
Judgment. This was more than enough to start the journal, and 
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when Shelley called on Mrs. Mason on July 7 before returning 
to Leghorn, he was in the best spirits she had ever seen him 


exhibit."*^ 


Williams had been waiting at Leghorn, impatient to return 
home, but unwilling to accept Shelley’s permission to return 
ahead of him. Mary had begged Shelley to see if he could not 
rent another house near Pugnano, but Shelley had no time to 
make inquiries, and he hoped Mary would consent to remain 
at San Terenzo at least through the summer. On the morning 
of July 8 Shelley and Williams were busy buying supplies for 
the little colony at San Terenzo — food, milk for the children, 
and a hamper of wine to be presented to Signor Maglian, the 
friendly harbour-master at Lerici. Trelawny accompanied Shel- 
ley first to a bank ** and then to a store, and at about one 
o’clock they boarded their respective boats, Trelawny with 
the intention of accompanying the Don Juan into the offing 
with the Bolivar. 

The weather had been hot and unsettled. Captain Roberts, 
who did not quite like the look of it, suggested that they wait 
till next day. But Williams was impatient to be ofiF, the wind was 
fair for Lerici, and Shelley was in high spirits to meet Williams’s 
desire for a quick run before the wind. At the last minute Tre- 
lawny was prevented by th^authorilies from taking out the 
Bolivar, because he had ndil^t got his port clearance papers. 
Two Livomese feluccas left port at about the same time and in 
about the same direction. Roberts walked out to the end of the 
mole, to watch the Don Juan out of sight; the Bolivar furled 
her sails as Trelawny watched the Don Juan through his glass. 
His Genoese mate remarked that a squall was coming up and 
that the Don Juan was too close inshore and carried too much 
sail. About three o’clock Roberts saw the squall entering the 
bay and obtained permission to go up in the watch-tower and 
follow his friends with the glass. The Don Juan was then about 
ten miles out at sea, off Viareggio, and the crew were taking 
in sail. Then he lost sight of her in a swirl of fog and cloud 
and was unable to pick her up again. Trelawny, in the Bolivar, 
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had lost sight of her a little earlier and had retired to his cabin 
and gone to sleep. 

when Trelawny awoke at about half past six the sky had 
darkened, the sea was smooth and lead-coloured, flat and quiet 
under the fitful gusts and raindrops that preceded a heavy 
squall. With a crash the storm broke, and for about twenty 
minutes the thunder roared and rain fell in sheets. Looking out 
to sea it was impossible to see any vessel through the smother. 
When the skies cleared there were still no ships to be seen in 
the offing. All the other boats that had put out ahead of the 
squall had returned to port in time; only the Don Juan was 
missing. No one of the feluccas that had returned to port would 
admit having seen the Don Juan, though Trelawny s mate saw 
on one of them an English-made oar which he thought might 
have belonged to the Don Juan. 

The Don Juan was never seen again from shore after Cap- 
tain Roberts lost sight of her in the fog and smother at about 
three o’clock. If Trelawny is correct in stating that all the Li- 
vornese boats were safely in harbour when the main storm 
broke out about half past six, the wreck of the Don Juan must 
have occurred shortly after Roberts lost sight of her, before the 
storm had really broken. Two Livomese boats, however, appear 
to have seen Shelley’s craft shortly after Captain Roberts retired 
from his watch-tower. The captain of the first of these, doubting 
the ability of the Don Juan to weather the squall, offered to 
take the crew aboard, but was refused. Then, as a large wave 
broke over the little boat, he shouted: “. . . For God’s sake reef 
your sails or you are lost.” One of the gentlemen ( supposed to 
be Williams) started to lower the sails, but the other (sup- 
posedly Shelley) seized his arm and restrained him.^* The crew 
of the second vessel to see the Don Juan kept their own counsel, 
but when the boat was finally salvaged it was only too clear that 
she had sunk as the result of a collision. Her starboard timbers 
were broken, her gunwale was stove in, and both masts and 
bowsprit had broken off at the base.^® One large wave the next 
moment would liave been sufficient to fill and sink her instantly. 

It would appear, therefore, that Shelley’s end came very 
quickly. He would not have had time, as when he faced drown- 
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ing in the Channel in 1816, “ to reflect and even to reason upon 
death,” or to reach the conclusion then reached that “ it was 
rather a thing of discomfort than horror to me.” Byron had 
seen him resolve to drown rather than risk another’s life on Lake 
Geneva. Trelawny, within the last few months, had been 
deeply impressed with his indifference to both the idea and the 
physical discomfort of dying and had heard him speak of going 
down with the^pn Juan like a piece of ballast in case she were 
wrecked.* j lfh poems,' letter9-,”ft«d eonv^rsation he had shown 
'Torseveraf years that he regarded death primarily as a release 
and an opportunity and that his desire to live was based mainly 
upon his personal obligations. “ If I die tomorrow,” he had re- 
marked to Marianne Hunt on the previous day, “ I have lived 
to be older than my father; I am ninety years of age.” It 
seems certain that he died calmly, probably with little or no 
effort to save himself. _ 

^‘"■"TTKat nighrSTPlifirMfs. Mason dreamed that Shelley, whom 
she had seen looking so cheerful the day before, appeared be- 
fore her, wearing a look of utter melancholy and speaking vague 
words of disaster. This dream soon merged into another, in 
which she thought that Percy Florence was dead. She awoke 
crying so bitterly that she wondered if the actual death of the 
child would have affected her so deeply.*® 

Trelawny was now definitely alarmed. Another day of wait- 
ing produced no news. Thinking that Byron might have re- 
ceived some message from Shelley, Trelawny mounted his horse 
and rode to Pisa. Byron had heard nothing; he was visibly 
shaken by Trelawny ’s report. Trelawny then sent word to the 
Bolivar to cruise along the coast toward Viareggio and set out 
in the same direction himself, after dispatching a courier along 
the coast toward Nice. At Viareggio a punt, a water-keg, and 
some bottles had been washed up on the beach. With a sinking 
heart Trelawny recognized them as belonging to the Don Juan. 
Yet there was still some room for hope. These articles might 
have been washed overboard or thrown out to lighten the boat, 
and the boat might have been driven across to Corsica. Or the 
boat’s crew might have been rescued by some vessel outward 
bound.®® The search of the coastline was intensified; rewards 
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were offered. Trelawny was indefatigable. But though the Don 
Juan had left Leghorn on July 8, it was July 18 before any 
further news was obtained. 


Meanwhile Trelawny had been doing all he could to keep up 
the spirits of Mary, Jane, and Claire. On Monday, the 8th, they 
had received Ned Williams’s letter written the preceding Satur- 
day, saying that he at least would be back in San Terenzo by 
Tuesday at the latest, and probably Shelley with him. When 
no one appeared on Monday or Tuesday they supposed the 
Don Juan storm-bound in Leghorn. But Wednesday and Thurs- 
day provided fine sailing weather, and the waiters grew tmeasy. 
Only a heavy sea on Friday prevented Jane’s journeying to 
Leghorn to investigate. That day a letter arrived from Hunt 
to Shelley. Mary opened it, but was so agitated that it dropped 
from her hands. Jane picked it up and read: “ Pray write to tell 
us how you got home, for they say that you had bad weather 
after you sailed on Monday, and we are anxious.” 

“Then it is all over,” exclaimed Jane. But Mary, who had 
been dreading some vague calamity since Shelley’s departure, 
refused to accept its apparent confirmation as final. She was far 
from well enough to travel, yet she insisted that they start at 
once for Leghorn to investigate. Passing through Lerici they 
were somewhat encouraged to learn that no wreck had been 
reported. Pisa lay on the route, and Mary, supposing Byron to 
be still at Leghorn, determined to go by the Lanfranchi Palace 
to see if Hunt had any news. After four years of separation to 
greet an old friend with the desperate question: “ Do you know 
anything of Shelley? ” — the very thought almost sent her into 
convulsions. 

Hunt had gone to bed, but Byron and La Guiccioli saw her. 
They had no fresh news. Mary and Jane had been travelling 
since early morning and it was now midnight, but they refused 
all rest and set out for Leghorn, where they arrived between 
two and three o’clock in the morning. At six o’clock they found 
Captain Roberts at his inn and learned all that he had to tell 
them. At nine o’clock they started back to San Terenzo, and 
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Recovery of the Bodies 

at Viareggio they saw and recognized the same wreckage that 
Trelawny had seen earlier. Either here or at Leghorn Tre- 
lawny joined them and accompanied them back to San Terenzo. 
As they were rowed across the little bay separating Lerici from 
San Terenzo they noticed that the hamlet was illuminated for 
some local fiesta. Five days of agonizing suspense followed. 
There was no further news — only the whistle of the sirocco, 
the soimd of waves beneath the terrace, and the maddening, 
half-savage jubilation of the villagers, making the most of their 
fiesta. 

Trelavray returned to Leghorn on the 19th to see if anything 
more could be done. On the same day a letter arrived from 
Roberts which he had expected and had left permission to open. 
Claire opened it without telling the others — and learned that 
two bodies had been cast up on the shore. Since a later official 
letter from Viareggio had stated that nothing had been found, 
she resolved to cling to this slight hope and withhold the news 
from the others. Yet she knew in her heart that Shelley and 
Williams were dead, and she wrote to Leigh Hunt begging him 
to come and break the news. “ I assure you I cannot break it 
to them, nor is my spirit, weakened as it is from constant suf- 
fering, capable of giving them consolation, or protecting them 
from the first burst of their despair. ... I know not what 
further to add, except that their case is desperate in every re- 
spect, and death would be the greatest kindness to us all.” 

Meanwhile Trelawny had heard that two bodies had been 
washed up, one near Viareggio, the other three miles down the 
shore near the Bocca Lericcio.®* He hurried to the scene. The 
first body, though the exposed parts were fleshless, was un- 
doubtedly Shelley s; the tall, slight figure, the jacket, the volume 
of Sophocles in one pocket and of Keats in the other, identified 
him. The second body was much more mutilated, lacking not 
only most of the flesh, but most of the clothes as well. But one of 
Williams’s boots that Trelawny had brought with him from San 
Terenzo matched the one boot left on the body, and the black 
silk handkerchief around the neck was Williams’s. His watch 
and pocket-money were missing.*^ 

All doubt now at an end, Trelawny returned to Casa Magni, 
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only a few hours after Claire had dispatched her letter to Leigh 
Hunt. He now had to put an end to the hopes he had previously 
tried to keep alive. His face must have home his news, for the 
maid shrieked when he entered the ground floor. Climbing 
the stairs, he entered unannoimced the room where the ladies 
were sitting. No one spoke. Then Mary, unwilling to accept the 
full implications of his silence, exclaimed: “ Is there no hope? ” 
Without answering, Trelawny left the room and sent in the 
servant with the children. Later he returned and won Mary’s 
undying gratitude by attempting no useless consolation, but 
launching instead upon an eloquent eulogy.®® 

There was no reason for remaining any longer in a place 
Mary had hated even before it became a home of tragedy. On 
the next day, July 20, Trelawny took the whole household back 
to Pisa. 

The rather difficult funeral arrangements were undertaken 
by Trelawny. Under the strict Italian quarantine laws both 
bodies had been buried on the shore, with quicklime. Moving 
them was out of the question. They could be burned, but there 
was still a question as to whether the ashes could be carried 
across state boundaries. Several states were involved: Lucca, 
where Shelley’s body had been cast up, Tuscany, where Wil- 
liams’s had been found, and Rome, where Shelley was to be 
buried by the side of William Shelley. Mr. W. Dawkins, the 
Enghsh minister at Florence, was very helpful in solving oflBcial 
difficulties. Permission was eventually obtained to bum the 
bodies where they lay and to transport the ashes. 

On August 13 Trelawny placed on the Bolivar a sheet-iron 
furnace, fuel, and spices,®* and proceeded to the spot where 
Williams’s body was buried. There he was met by a military 
guard, to assist him and also to see that the cremation did not 
violate the quarantine laws. Everything was made ready, and 
Byron and Hunt were notified to be present next morning. They 
drove out from Pisa and were joined by a Tuscan military guard. 
Wood was collected and piled up, the body was exhumed and 
placed in its iron box, the torch was applied, and for some time 
the fire burned furiously. As soon as they could approach the 
furnace, Williams’s friends threw frankincense, salt, wine, and 
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oil upon the body. By four o’clock in the afternoon (Byron 
and Trelawny having meanwhile taken a swim ) the body had 
been reduced to ashes. The furnace was cooled in the sea, and 
Williams's ashes were placed in an oak box and given to Byron, 
who was to take them to Pisa, whence they were to accompany 
Jane Williams to England. 

Next day the same ceremony was repeated with Shelley’s 
body. As the diggers sought for the body Trelawny stood aside 
and thought what a desecration he was committing by this last 
necessary act of service to his friend. Why not leave him here 
with the sea in front and the wooded mountains behind him, 
in the midst of the solitude and natural grandeur that had given 
him such pleasure? Byron stood silent and thoughtful; Leigh 
had rem ained in th e carriage, alone w ith his reflections. 
Trelawny had ahe^y s^ken of Shelley's death as the loss of 
“ all which made existence to me endurable.” Quite possibly 
Byron was thinking, as he had written to Moore six days be- 
fore: “ There is thus another man gone, about whom the world 
was ill-naturedly, and ignorantly, and brutally mistaken ” — a 
man “ without exception,” as he had previously written to Mur- 
ray, “ the best and least selfish man I ever knew.” Himt surely 
felt, as he did later, that for him the “ land of sunshine ” was 
^ now “ smitten with darkness .” ^ 

A dull tliud*announce(l the lo^tion of the body. The cere- 
mony of the previous day was repeated. Heat-waves from the 
fire and the sun made the air visible and tremulous; the quick- 
lime, the oil, and the salt made vari-coloured flames above the 
corpse. The iron box was now white-hot and the contents were 
slowly turning to grey ashes. A few bits of bone remained rm- 
consumed, and, strangely, the heart also. Of the English party 
only Trelawny had fortitude enough to face this final scene. It 
would appear that the military officer also turned away, for 
Trelawny found an opportunity to rescue Shelley’s heart, un- 
observed, though he burned his hand in doing so. The ashes 
were placed in a box and carried on-board the Bolivar, and the 
spectators and participants went their various ways. 

Leigh Hunt begged Shelley’s heart from Trelawny, and re- 
ceived it. In some unknown maimer he also procured a small 
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fragment of Shelley s jawbone/® The ashes were sent to Mr. 
Freeborn, the English consul at Rome, who was requested to 
hold them until Trelawny could arrive and make arrangements 
for their burial in the Protestant Cemetery. It was Mary’s desire 
that Shelley should be buried by the side of William Shelley. 
Trelawny was unable to go to Rome until the following March, 
and meanwhile Mr. Freeborn grew uneasy over his custody of 
the ashes. Joseph Severn, who had remained in Rome after the 
death of Keats, did what he could to represent Mary Shelley’s 
interests. The old Protestant Cemetery having been closed to 
further burials, it was resolved to bury Shelley in the new 
cemetery and to transfer the body of William to the same grave. 
But William’s body could not be found; the stone supposed to 
cover it was found to cover that of an adult. So Shelley was 
buried alone on January 21, 1823. A kindly English priest, the 
Reverend Richard Burgess, D.D., defied criticism to read the 
burial service over an enemy of the church, miscalled an atheist. 
Eight people were present: General Sir George Cockbum, Sir 
Charles Sykes, and Messrs. Kirkup, Westmacott, Scoles, and 
Severn, besides the two priests, the Reverend W. Cook and 
the Reverend Richard Burgess.®* 

Trelawny reached Rome in March and was dissatisfied with 
the location of the grave. In the shadow of the pyramid of 
Caius Cestius, in a niche formed by two buttresses of the old 
Roman Wall, he purchased enough space for two tombs. He 
secured masons, built the tombs, removed Shelley’s ashes, and 
planted a row of young poplars near the graves. The extra 
tomb, though Trelawny does not say so in his books, was in- 
tended for himself. His official permission to place a blank 
stone over it is dated March 26, 1823. The simple inscription 
on Shelley’s grave was suggested by Leigh Himt and aug- 
mented, with Mary Shelley’s subsequent approval, by three 
lines from The Tempest that Shelley had once been pleased 
to hear Trelawny quote. For more than a century Shelley’s 
grave has remained undisturbed, except for an altercation over 
tile land-title in 1891 between Lady Shelley and Trelawny’s 
daughter. This was occasioned by Lady Shelley’s desire to sub- 
stitute for Shelley’s simple slab an ornate monument by Onslow 
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Ford. The difficiJty was tactfully composed by Sir Rennell 
Rodd, of the English embassy at Rome, and the monument was 
conferred upon University College, Oxford, where it still beai'S 
its part in presenting the misconception of Shelley as a beauti- 
ful, ineffectual angel.®** 


Within little more than a year after Shelley’s death all those 
most closely connected with him had scattered to different coun- 
tries. Jane Williams, with her children, left Italy for England 
on September 17, 1822. In London she became friendly with 
the Gisbomes, and through them with T. J. Hogg, with whose 
fate she united her own in 1827, after a courtship not devoid of 
humour to the onlookers. Since they were never legally mar- 
ried, one might infer that the legal husband she had abandoned 
for Williams was still alive. Hogg was a good, if rather strict, 
father for Ned Williams’s children,®* and had one child by 
Jane who was named after Hogg’s sister, Prudentia. Jane’s close 
friendship with Mary was ruptured in 1827 by remarks on Shel- 
ley and Mary which deeply woimded Mary; though the friend- 
ship was resumed, it was never the same afterwards. Jane sur- 
vived Hogg by twenty-two years, and died in 1884, at the age 
of eighty-six.®* 

Claire Clairmont left Italy only three days after Jane Wil- 
liams. On September 20, with a light purse and a heavy heart, 
she quitted Florence to join her brother Charles in Vienna. Her 
last thoughts in Florence were bitter ones: “How hopelessly 
I had lingered on Italian soil for five years, waiting ever for a 
favourable change, instead of which I am now leaving it, having 
buried there everything that I loved.” ®® For many years of a 
long life in Austria, Germany, Russia, and Italy she worked hard 
tutoring children whom for the most part she disliked. Her 
circumstances were made somewhat easier by inheriting her 
legacy from Shelley when his will finally became operative in 
1844 upon the death of Sir Timothy Shelley. She never lost 
her love for Shelley, her friendship for Trelawny, her hatred 
of Byron, or her connection — occasionally antagonistic, but 
predominantly affectionate — with Shelley’s family. In her old 
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age she retired to Florence and became a Catholic. She died 
in Florence in 1879 at the age of eighty-one.®^ 

Mary Shelley remained in Italy until July 25, 1823, living 
with the Hunts, first in Pisa and then, for nearly a year, in Genoa. 
She was without hope, without money, and almost without 
friends. Byron placed his London attorney at her disposal in 
settling the difficult matter of her relations with the Shelley 
family and was at first friendly with advice and offers of financial 
assistance. But he did not get on too well with Hunt, through 
whom much of Mary’s business with him was carried on, and 
both Mary and Hunt considered that his attitude became more 
and more niggardly and ungenerous. In Pisa in 1821 Byron had 
lost a bet of a thousand pounds to Shelley which he said nothing 
of paying and which Mary and Hunt considered a just debt, 
though Byron may never have taken it seriously, or may have 
considered it discharged by his remmciation of a larger sum 
left him in Shelley’s will.®® 

Living with the Hunts in the crowded household in Genoa 
was at first quite unsatisfactory. Hunt did what little he could 
for Mary out of his great friendship for Shelley rather than on 
her own account. She felt that he did not like her, and that both 
she and he were to blame. Whatever he had heard about the 
intimate relations of the Shelley household, he now thought 
that Mary had been unworthy of her husband. He had the 
almost unpardonable arrogance, on this ground, to refuse at 
first to surrender Shelley’s heart to her. Soon, however, on the 
intervention of Jane Williams, he gave it up, and Mary ever 
afterwards had it near her.*® A better feeling then succeeded 
between them. 

Sir Timothy Shelley received the news of his son’s death with 
a Christian fortitude not too difficult to achieve. Except for 
necessary business relations his elder son had long since been 
dead to him. He would do nothing for the widow, whom he 
held partly responsible for his son’s evil course, and he would 
do little for Percy Florence, whose older half-brother, Charles 
Shelley, stood between him and the inheritance of the baronetcy 
and estate. Peacock, who was Shelley’s other executor with By- 
ron, did all he could to secure from Sir Timothy favourable 
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treatment for Mary and her child. Mary cared little what ar- 
rangements might be made affecting only herself, but she would 
consent to nothing that would in any degree sacrifice her child’*’ 
interests or her interests in the child. Percy Florence became 
thenceforth her dominant interest in life. 

Hating England and loving Italy, Mary returned to England 
in 1823 in order to look after her son’s interest. Sir Timothy 
Shelley finally made her an allowance, on condition that she 
publish no life of Shelley. He almost revoked it when she pub- 
lished his Posthumous Poems in 1824. For years Mary’s life 
was ^evoted to her son, and she subsisted partly on her annuity 
and partly on her writings. The measure of Shelley’s influence 
on her mind may be guessed from the inferiority of these writ- 
ings to those produced during his lifetime. 

Long years of semi-poverty and financial dependence com- 
bined with a latent yearning for respectability to carry Mary 
in her later years far from the radicalism she had once held so 
enthusiastically in common with Shelley. She regarded with 
horror the French revolution of 1848 and was thoroughly out 
of sympathy with the Chartists — some of whose leaders were 
doing their best to propagate the sale of Queen Mab. In per- 
sonal relations, however, she continued firmly loyal to past as- 
sociations — to her father, to the Hunts, to the increasingly con- 
temptuous Trelawny, and to Claire, even though she sometimes 
spoke of her with a tinge of bitterness. As soon as Percy Flor- 
ence came into his inheritance she saw to it that Hunt received 
an annuity for the rest of his life. 

Many years after Shelley’s death the half-melancholy reunion 
of Rosalind and Helen was duplicated in the lives of Mary Shel- 
ley and Isabel Booth. Mr. Booth had died after suffering finan- 
cial reverses and Mary was a widow who had gone through 
years of hardship to attain a sober, thoughtful security in the 
end. In 1851, during Mary’s last illness, Mrs. Booth wished to 
come to her bedside, but was persuaded by Sir Percy to defer 
the long journey imtil Mary’s expected recovery. Mary’s last 
deed of which there is any record was to express a wish, sub- 
sequently executed by Sir Percy, that Mrs. Booth should receive 
fifty pounds a year and a suit of mourning.®^ 
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Percy Florence Shelley became the direct heir to the family 
title and estates upon the death of Charles Bysshe Shelley in 
1826, and inherited them upon the death of Sir Timothy in 
1844. Largely under his mother’s manipulation he married Jane 
St.John, who was an enthusiastic admirer of both Shelley and 
Mary. He was a passionate lover of amateur theatricals and 
also of yachting, the only taste in which he conspicuously re- 
sembled his father. He stood for Parliament as a conservative, 
but he loyally aided Lady Shelley in her collection of the 
voluminous materials which have added so greatly to Shelleyan 
biography. He not only defended Shelley against Hogg’s ir- 
reverent biography; he also protected William Godwin as much 
as he could against the contempt which Professor Dowden 
could not wholly suppress in his biography of Shelley. Sir Percy 
and Lady Shelley had no children of their own, but an adopted 
daughter married Lord Abinger. Sir Percy died on December 
5, 1889. The Shelley title and estates passed to the descendants 
of Shelley’s younger brother John, and are now held by Sir John 
C. E. Shelley-Rolls. The Shelley papers collected by Lady Shel- 
ley were divided. A part of them are now held by Lord Abinger, 
a second part by Sir John C. E. Shelley-Rolls, and a third part 
by the Bodleian Library at Oxford. 

Byron and Trelawny left Italy to take part in the Greek war 
of independence on July 17, 18^, a week before Mary Shelley 
started back to England. One of Trelawney’s last actions in 
Italy was to provide Mary Shelley with enough money for her 
return to England. The Liberal, after four excellent issues, was 
a confessed failure. Byron’s indifference and the mighty artil- 
lery of concerted conservative criticism had been too much for 
it. Leigh Hunt remained in Italy two gloomy years and returned 
to England rather bitter against Byron’s memory. 

In less than a year after he landed in Greece, Byron lay dead 
at Missolonghi; but Trelawny remained, the hero of exploits 
both martial and marital that equalled those of his youth. He 
lived longer than any of Shelley’s friends — long enough to 
propose marriage to Mary Shelley and to write bitter words 
about her after his rejection, and long enough for a new series 
of rather discreditable adventures with wives and mistresses. 
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Tough, positive, and vigorous, he continued to worship Shelley’s 
memory and to scorn most of Shelley’s friends except Hogg and 
Claire Clairmont. He talked with, and outlived, some of Shel- 
ley’s Victorian admirers. As an old man in his eighties he never 
missed his daily sea-bath, summer or winter. But in December 
1880 the director of the Protestant Burial Ground at Rome re- 
ceived a letter from him: Trelawny explained about the grave 
he had prepared nearly sixty years before, enclosed an inscrip- 
tion for the blank stone, and stated that his ashes would be 
delivered in the near future to occupy their appointed place.®® 
He died the next year at the age of eighty-nine, and his ashes 
were duly delivered and interred. 

The friendship between Hogg, Peacock, and Leigh Hunt, 
which Shelley had initiated, had flourished during Shelley’s 
lifetime in frequent meetings and long walks, probably pro- 
ductive of the amusing article “Dinner by the Amateurs of 
Vegetable Diet,” which appeared in the London Magazine and 
Theatrical Inquisitor for July 1821. After Shelley’s death this 
friendship continued for years and in the case of Hogg and Pea- 
cock included most of the members of. both families. 

It was Shelley who disrupted the friendship he had formed. 
Hogg’s publication of his life of Shelley in 18^ excited Hunt’s 
anger and evoked several quiet correetions from Peacock in 
his Memoir of Shelley, the first part of which appeared in 
Frasers Magazine in 1858. Leigh Hunt was so angry that he 
referred to Hogg privately as an imbecile pretender and hinted 
in a note published in the Spectator that Hogg might not be 
quite in his right mind. Publication of Hogg’s biography was 
stopped by Sir Percy and Lady Shelley and the manuscripts 
they had furnished were withdrawn; but Hogg persisted and 
is known to have finished a third volume. It is conceivable that 
this volume may still be found, though every effort so far has 
been imavailing. Hogg resented Peacock’s implied criticisms, 
but their friendship was not completely broken off. Hogg died 
in 1862, foiu- years before Peacock’s death and three years after 
the death of Leigh Hunt. 
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Chapter XXX 


SHELLEY’S 

POSTHUMOUS REPUTATION 

COMMENTS ON HIS DEATH; 

GROWTH OF HIS EARLY REPUTATION; SPECIAL 
INFLUENCES; HIS LATER REPUTATION 


Shelley valued life so lightly as mere physical activity and 
so highly as the expression of undying spiritual values that it 
would be false to end this biography with his physical extinction. 
To Shelley those “ kings of drought ” who “ waged contention 
with their time’s decay ” were the only really durable legacies 
of the past to the future. He had claimed for Keats, as he 
would have liked to hope for himself, a vitality of spirit that 
would long survive him in the world to which he was physically 
dead. It was a tremulous hope at best, and its slow abolition 
under his conviction of martyrdom was probably the worst hell 
that life imposed upon him. Yet even then the world was hsten- 
ing more than he perceived, and it eventually came to listen 
as enthusiastically as he had listened to his skylark. How this 
came about is surely a part of his biography, deserving fuller 
treatment than a final chapter can afford. 

There were few signs of future admiration in the tone with 
which the British press received the news of Shelley’s death. 
The most generous notice was the first, which appeared in the 
Examiner for August 4, 1822; 

Those who know a great mind when they meet with it, and who have 
been delighted with the noble things in the works of Mr. Shelley, 
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will be shocked to hear that he has been cut ofiF in the prime of his 
life and genius. He perished at sea, in a storm, with his friend Cap- 
tain Williams, of the Fusileers, on the evening of the 8th ult., some- 
where off Via Reggia, on the coast of Italy, between Leghorn arid ; 
the Gulf of Spezia. He had been to Pisa, to do a kind action, and he * 
was returning to his country abode at Lerici to do another. — Such 
was the whole course of his life. Let those who have known such 
hearts, and have lost them, judge of the grief of his friends. Both 
he and Capt. Williams have left wives and children. Capt. Wil- 
liams was also in the prime of life, and a most amiable man, be- 
loved like his friend. The greatest thing we can say in honour of 
his memory (and we are sure he would think so), is, that he was 
worthy to live with his friend, and to die with him. — Vale, dilectis- 
sime hominum! Vale, dilectissime; et nos ama, ut dixisti, in sepulchro. 

This tribute was from the pen of Leigh Hunt. On July 25 
Hunt had conveyed the sad news to Horace Smith in Paris, just 
as Smith or one of his friends was beginning a review of Hellas 
for the Paris Monthly Review. The review was immediately 
turned into a generous obituary notice, in which Shelley’s genius 
and personal character were highly praised. Leigh Hunt’s let- 
ter, with which this notice concluded, was first quoted ( in part) 
in England in the Morning Chronicle of August 12, 1822, with- 
out comment. Leigh Hunt had written; “But Shelley, my 
divine-minded friend — your friend — the friend of the Uni- 
verse — he has perished at sea! ” and after a few particulars of 
the tragedy had added: “ God bless him! I cannot help thinking 
of him as if he were alive as much as ever, so unearthly he 
always appeared to me, and so seraphical a King [thing?] of 
the elements.” ^ 

On the same day the savagely Tory John BuU published a 
short scornful paragraph on Shelley’s death. This drew from 
the British Luminary and Weekly Intelligence (August 18) a 
well-merited accusation of cant which Richard Carlile’s The 
Republican reprinted without comment five days later. But the 
John BuU had still more to say. On August 19 it reprinted the 
Morning Chronicle’s quotation from Leigh Hunt’s letter as an 
example of “the ridiculous . . . and infinitely more of the 
disgusting.” Disavowing any desire to speak ill of the dead, the 
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article condemned Hunt’s eulogium as blasphemous and pro- 
ceeded at length to convict Shelley of blasphemy and treason. 
H a leading Tory newspaper, wrote : “ Shelley, th e 

Iwl 


riter of some infide l poetry, has bee n drowned, novo he knows 
'whether there is a God or no.” In the same article the Court^ 


excoriated the radices for attacking the memory of Lord Castle- 
reagh, who had committed suicide on August 12. Both the Ex- 
aminer (November 3) and the Liberal (No. 1, Preface) de- 
nounced this article as a specimen of hypocritical cant. 

Two liberal periodicals, the New Monthly Magazine (Octo- 
ber 1, 1822) and the Drama, or Theatrical Pocket Magazine 
( December 1822 ) made Shelley’s death the occasion for a sym- 
pathetic appraisal of his works and character and a rebuke to 
his detractors. Two other liberal journals, the Monthly Maga- 
zine and the Monthly Repository of Theology and General 
Literature ( both for September ) contained brief notices of Shel- 
ley’s death with the statement that he was “ a man of highly 
cultivated genius.” The three sentences of comment with which 
Richard Carlile’s radical Republican (August 16) accompanied 
its first notice of Shelley’s death were even more appreciative. 
On the other hand, the Country Literary Chronicle and Weekly 
Review (August 10) and the Gentlemans Magazine (Septem- 
ber) could not publish short notices of Shelley’s death without 
a damning implication. To the former he was “ a man of ex- 
traordinary but perverted talents, and the author of the Cenci, 
Queen Mab, and some less censurable productions ”; to the 
latter he was “ unfortunately too well known for his infamous 
novels and poems,” and as a man who “ openly professed him- 
self an atheist.” 


Shelley’s death had been greeted with the same factionalism 
— hatred from the Tories, championship from the radicals, and 
a fairly generous desire for fair play from the liberals — which 
had obscured his recognition during life. After the obituaries he 
might have dropped at once out of public notice but for the 
verse-writers and the Liberal. 

The Liberal, with which Shelley’s name was associated, was 
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not yet dead, nor was the Tory determination to smother it in 
obloquy. During 1823 a considerable number of reviews of the 
Liberal appeared. An “ Illiberal ” was written, but apparently 
not published. The London Liberal appeared as an antidote to 
the Italian one, and received several reviews. These various 
notices were principally unfriendly to the Liberal, but friendly 
or unfriendly, they generally included an incidental remark or 
two about Shelley. 

To poets and poetasters Shelley’s death provided a subject 
which seemed irresistible. Seven poems oecasioned by Shelley’s 
death appeared in 1822, five of them in the public journals and 
two in separate volumes of their own. Three of the authors, 
J. W. Dalby, Arthur Brooke [John Chalk Claris], and Bernard 
Barton, had previously published poems to Shelley. Like most 
of their brother commentators in prose, the poets agreed only 
in the mediocrity of their effusions. Bernard Barton’s Verses on 
the Death of Percy Bysshe Shelley, published as a separate 
volume, is written in a spirit of genuine Christian charity for 
Shelley’s “ Errors and faults, alike gone by.” Somewhat smug, 
but not entirely unsympathetic, a poem signed J. N. in the 
Hermes for December 14 draws the conclusion that “ loathsome 
vice ” and “ reckless guilt ” 

To memory leave a name, unlov’d, forlorn. 

For some to pity, — others hold in scorn! 

The “ Elegy on the Death of Shelley,” published by F. in the 
Bard (November 16) moralizes somewhat pityingly on Shel- 
ley’s pride and impiety. 

The other poets were all Shelley’s partisans. In the Examiner 
for August 25 a blank-verse poem signed B. prophesied: 

— while Genius is admired 
And Feeling loved — while Freedom still retains I 
Amid the waters of Corruption’s flood, 

An Ararat whereon to rest her foot, — 

Thy spirit still will be revered on earth. 

And commune with the minds of unborn men. 

— 

A similar conviction of Shelley’s greatness appears in Arthur 
Brooke’s seventeen-stanza Elegy on the Death of Percy Bysshe 
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Shelley, dated August 10 in the Advertisement and published 
as a separate book: 

Thou poet’s poet! whose sublimer strain 
To the extremest verge of human thought 
Soared, and the vulgar ken was stretched in vain 
To follow, till with baffled powers overwrought 
They turned their hooded eyes to earth again, 

And slandered what themselves had vainly sought; 

Effulgent spirit! splendour without peer! 

Brief comet of our intellectual hemisphere! 

John Watson Dalby, who was later to write other poetic tributes 
to Shelley, published in the Troubadour two elegies, signed re- 
spectively P and xxD, in both of which it is asserted that Shel- 
ley’s influence for good will extend to future times.^ 

The last contemporary poem on Shelley’s death was one dated 
August 4 of the next year (Shelley’s birthday) and published 
unsigned in the Literary Examiner for September 20, 1823: 

SONNET TO PERCY SHELLEY 

Hast thou from earth, then, really passed away, 

And mingled with the shadowy mass of things 
Which were, but are not? Will thy harp’s dear strings 
No more yield music to the rapid play 
Of thy swift thoughts, now thou art turned to clay? 

Hark! Is that rushing of thy spirit’s wings. 

When ( like the skylark, who in mounting sings ) 

Soaring through high imagination’s way, 

Thou poureds’t thy melody upon the earth. 

Silent for ever? Yes, wild ocean’s wave 
Hath o’er thee rolled. But whilst within the grave 
Thou sleeps’t let me in the love of thy pure worth 
One thing foretell — that thy great fame shall be 
Progressive as Time’s flood, eternal as the sea! 

With this poem the immediate reaction to Shelley’s death may 
be said to have died away. Thenceforth his reputation becomes 
a part of the' ocean of human thought to which he contributed. 
For a while, like the waters of a distinctive stream, its colour and 
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current may be distinguished, as it seeks to amalgamate with the 
tides of opinion and change that make up the complex char- 
acter of what is called Victorian England. Eventually it 
“ borne darkly, fearfully afar ” until it merges indistinguishably 
with the elements of which it is a part. 

For half a generation after Shelley’s death it is possible to trace 
the history of his impression upon public opinion until he was 
clearly recognized as one of England’s half-dozen greatest poets. 
For certain limited elements in the British public this conviction 
seems to have been reached ten years after Shelley’s death, but 
it can hardly be regarded as general or reasonably secure before 
1839-40. At that time his works in prose and poetry were first 
published by his widow in six volumes which received wide- 
spread and practically unanimous recognition. 

During the eighteen years in which Shelley’s reputation was 
being established there were more than eight hundred periodi- 
cals in England and America which might have mentioned Shel- 
ley more or less casually. Of these, at least a hundred and 
seventy-five did so. Their notices, ranging from trivial to 
weighty, and representing widely various quality, motives, and 
viewpoints, reach a total of at least five hundred and forty- 
five items. In addition there were several classes of books in 
which Shelley was presented to the public in various ways. 
Several elements in this mass of materials require separate com- 
ment, but it is first necessary to obtain an impression of the 
bulk and incidence of its principal ingredients. This I have 
attempted to present in the following table: * 
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KEY TO TABLE I 

1, Books, authorized and unauthorized, by or about Shelley. Each 
publication of each work is counted separately. 

2, Quotations of individual poems or prose passages, in periodicals, 
annuals, or anthologies. The count is by the number of publica- 
tions rather than the number of selections, and does not in- 
clude poems quoted as a part of reviews or other articles about 
Shelley. 

3, a,b,c. Periodical articles and book-reviews devoted to Shelley. 
Articles in series are listed once for each separate publication. 
Items predominantly favourable in tone are listed under (a), un- 
favourable under (b), and indeterminate or neutral under (c). 

4, a,b,c. Brief, incidental comments in books or periodicals, grouped 
(a), (b), and (c) as above. 

5, a,b,c. Poems to or about Shelley grouped (a), (b), and (c) as 
above. Each poem counted as many times as it is separately pub- 
lished. 

This table shows Shelley’s rising fame in perspective. For 
several years after Shelley’s death he was but slightly noticed 
by most people who expressed themselves publicly on hterary 
matters. The publication of Posthumous Poems in 1824 elicited 
ten reviews and some incidental comment and quotation, but 
the book was considered such a bad risk that it had to be guar- 
anteed by B. W. Procter, T. F. Kelsall, and T. L. Beddoes, all 
ardent admirers of Shelley. But for this publication Shelley’s 
name would have survived in the years 1823-30 chiefly because 
of his incidental connection with Byron and the Liberal, and 
because a small group of unliterary radical admirers considered 
him a prophet. 

The year 1832 marks the crest of a much broader interest 
which had been gathering head for two years and which dwin- 
dled rather rapidly to the low figures shown for the years 1835-8. 
That this relapse creates an exaggerated impression, however, 
and that the comparative popularity of the early 1830’s had not 
been barren of effect is shown by the fact that in 1834 two 
pirated editions of Shelley’s “ Works ” appeared, and in 1836 
still another appeared, and also the fourth edition of The Beau~ 
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ties of Percy Bysshe Shelley. In 1834 or 1835 Mary Shelley was 
ofiFered six hundred pounds for an annotated edition of her 
husband s works.^ When this edition appeared in 1839, it re- 
ceived over twice the number of reviews that Posthumous 
Poems had received, and the volume and tone of other comment 
in that year made it practically impossible, for at least a genera- 
tion, that Shelley s name would slip back into semi-obscurity. 

One other fact seems very clearly established by this table. 
The predominantly favourable items under 3, 4, and 5 out- 
nvunber the predominantly unfavourable ones by more than 
five to one, and the unfavourable items are very largely limited 
to incidental comments. During the eighteen years covered by 
these figures only four articles and three poems of a definitely 
unfavourable cast appeared. Now that Shelley was dead and his 
works apparently not likely to become popular, the great ma- 
jority of English readers probably still felt that his views were 
as repugnant as ever. Many sincere eulogists of his poetry were 
still at pains to exculpate themselves from any participation in 
his social, economic, and religious beliefs, particularly the last. 
But they were no longer of the opinion- which had dominated 
reviewing in the first quarter of the century. Shelley s “ errors ” 
were still “ errors,” but were lightly or compassionately touched. 
Even Wordsworth was quoted in the Somerset House Gazette 
and Literary Museum for June 26, 1824 as asserting that Shelley 
was “ by far the most promising young poet of the day.” ^ The 
British sense of fair play came into prominent if belated action, 
and a large number of the reviewers insisted that Shelley had 
been cruelly and unjustly treated while he was alive. Periodicals 
which had assailed him most vigorously either fell silent or 
limited themselves to incidental remarks in which praise of 
SheUey s genius was mixed with a condemnation of his princi- 
ples which apparently strove to be as charitable as possible.® 

It may be noticed in Table I that the years in which the total 
number of items is most numerous are generally years in which 
the greatest number of Shelley’s books were printed. The rela- 
tive importance of books appears more significant when to the 
editions of Shelley’s works are added the various other books, 
principally about Byron, in which he was given some attention. 

396 



1823-40] 


Shelley’s Reputation, General View 


Not only was Shelley often spoken of in reviews of these books, 
but extracts from them about Shelley were frequently reprinted 
as separate little articles. During the same period Shelley was 
quoted in nine annuals and eight anthologies, and was requoted 
from them in magazines and journals. The most important 
single book was Queen Mah, of which at least nine pirated 
editions appeared after 1822 and before 1841. Others were Mrs. 
Shelley’s edition of Posthumous Poems ( 1824); Medwin’s Con- 
versations with Lord Byron (1824); William Benbow’s pirated 
Miscellaneous and Posthumous Poems (1826), Posthumous 
Poems (1826), and The Cenci (1827); Leigh Hunt’s Lord By- 
ron and Some of His Contemporaries ( 1828 ) ; the Galignani edi- 
tion of the Poems of Shelley, Keats, and Coleridge ( Paris, 1829 ) ; 
the Cambridge Apostles’ edition of Epipsychidion ( 1829 ) ; four 
pirated editions of The Beauties of Percy Bysshe Shelley ( 1830, 
with later editions in 1831, 1832, and 1836); Moore’s Byron and 
Galt’s Byron (both 1830); a Philadelphia pirated edition of 
Shelley’s Works (1831); Leigh Hunt’s edition of The Mask of 
Anarchy, containing a valuable biographical sketch (1832); 
Medwin’s The Shelley Papers and Memoir of Shelley (both re- 
published in 1833 from the Athenaeum ) ; Ascham’s two pirated 
editions of Shelley’s Works (both 1834); Daly’s pirated edition 
of Shelley’s Works (1835); and Mrs. Shelley’s edition of the 
Poetical Works in four volumes and also in one volmne (both 
1839 ) with her two volumes of Essays, Letters from Abroad 
in 1839 or 1840.’’ In addition Shelley appeared as an important 
character in three novels: Mrs. Shelley’s The Last Man (1826) 
and Lodore ( 1834 ) , and Disraeli’s Venetia ( 1837 ) . 

The importance of some of the non-Shelleyan books in stimu- 
lating comment about Shelley may be judged from the fact that 
in 1828 six out of the total number of twenty-five items of all 
descriptions are traceable to Hunt’s Lord Byron and his Con- 
temporaries and in 1830 eight out of a total of thirty-fiv^ are 
traceable to the two lives of Byron by Moore and Galt. Thirty- 
three such books containing more or less important incidental 
notice of Shelley appeared during the eighteen years following 
his death. During the same time the thirty-four editions noted 
in Table I were responsible for at least sixty-three reviews, 

397 



Special Factors in Shelley’s Reputation [1823-40 

about forty of which were occasioned by Mary Shelley’s four 
editions in 1824 and 1839-40. 


The relative importance of books in comparison with articles 
is so normal that it can be passed without further comment. 
It does little to explain how Shelley’s reputation sailed with or 
against certain currents of the age, or what were the forces 
which constituted its impetus. Some of these forces may be 
suggested by a second table: 
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Table I 


KEY TO TABLE II 

1. Items of all descriptions incidental to the Liberal or to the 
interest in Byron. 

2. Items of all descriptions which originated (or probably origi- 
nated) with Shelley’s surviving friends. 

3. Items of all descriptions reflecting the working-class radical 
interest in Shelley. 

4. Items of all descriptions in working-class non-radical periodicals. 

5. Items of all descriptions reflecting upper- or middle-class intel- 
lectual radicalism or extreme liberalism. 

6. Items in journals primarily religious. 

7. Items of all descriptions published in English in America, India, 
and France. 

8. Items, mainly quotations, in anthologies and annuals. 

9. Pirated editions. 

10. Audiorized or semi-authorized editions. 
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Special Factors: Shelley’s Friends 


Following the totals I have brought forward the annual totals from 
Table I, for comparison. Discrepancies in the two totals are ac- 
counted for by a slight overlapping of categories in Table 11, re- 
sulting in the duplication of some fifteen or twenty items, and by the 
fact that over a hundred items included in Table I do not fall within 
the limits of Table II. 

One fact immediately obvious is that the first growth of Shel- 
ley’s fame owed a noticeable debt to the accidental factor of 
his connection with Byron. Nearly ten per cent of the total 
number of items were stimulated by an original interest in 
Byron and the Liberal. This factor had no significance after 
1832, but in the critical years before that time it accounts for 
nearly one-sixth of the total, and in the two years following Shel- 
ley’s death to nearly a third. 


On the basis of munbers, this accidental aid to Shelley’s repu- 
tation would seem to be about twice as important as the efforts 
of Shelley’s friends to establish his reputation on a just basis. 
The reverse ratio, however, would probably be nearer the truth. 
With the exception of Medwin’s Conversations with Lord Byron 
and Hunt’s Lord Byron and Some of his Contemporaries 
(which belong also in the second category) most of the notice 
which Shelley attracted by way of Byron was neutral rather 
than propagandistic. It merely helped to keep his name alive 
and perhaps stimulate curiosity. 

Shelley’s friends, on the other hand, were warm propagan- 
dists. In some of them Shelley had inspired almost a religious 
veneration that made of him something more than a mortal man. 
Emilia Viviani had expressed this feeling during Shelley’s life, 
and it was echoed later by Mary Shelley, Claire Clairmont, 
Leigh Hunt, and Marianne Hunt. “ My divine friend ” Hunt 
had called him shortly after his death, adding, as quoted above: 
“ I cannot help thinking of him as if he were alive as much as 
ever, so imearthly he always appeared to me, and so seraphical 
a King of the elements.” His wife, Marianne, believed that she 
received visits from Shelley in 1823.® A devoted tribute to Shel- 
ley among some notes written about 1825 by Claire Clairmont 
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stresses angelic, superhuman elements in his character. In her 
early widowhood Mary Shelley more than once conversed with 
him in her journal as if he were a spiritual presence. In the 
preface to Hogg’s biography of Shelley she is quoted as saying: 
“ I was the chosen mate of a celestial spirit. . . . Methinks my 
calling is high; I am to justify his ways. ... I am a priestess, 
dedicated to his glorification by my sufferings.” As late as Au- 
gust 13, 1859, in an article in the Spectator, Leigh Hunt main- 
tained that “ Shelley was not a man to be judged by ordinary 
rules of any kind. . . . He was one of those great and rare 
spirits, who, by a combination of the extremes of intellectual 
perceptiveness and nervous sensibility may be said ... to be 
the founders of new faiths or improvers of the old. Inasmuch 
as they are human in the ordinary sense they may err; but in- 
asmuch as they carry humanity to its highest and widest extent 
they approach divinity.” Though Thomas Medwin and Jeffer- 
son Hogg lacked the note of semi-religious apostleship, and 
though Mary Shelley accused Medwin of attempted blaekmail, 
and Lady Shelley later accused Hogg of seeking to make Shel- 
ley ridiculous, Medwin’s friendship and personal devotion to 
Shelley are obvious enough to any reader, and even Hogg’s are 
obvious to me. 

Much of the service done to Shelley’s reputation by these 
friends and missionaries cannot be tabulated. Mary Shelley 
and Leigh Hunt both had extensive connections in literary and 
journalistic circles. Thornton Hunt eontinued this influence 
with a younger generation of journalists. Undoubtedly they 
were responsible for a personal influence far beyond thfe pub- 
lished record, and beyond the evidence of such influence that 
is afforded by their extant letters. Mary Shelley, for example, 
seems to have arranged for the publication of Hogg’s valuable 
articles in the New Monthly Magazine that resulted later in the 
first — and ill-starred — biography of Shelley. 

Nearly every item published by this small group between 
1822 and 1841 was of unusual importance. Medwin’s Conver- 
sations with Lord Byron and Memoir of Shelley presented Shel- 
ley to a large audience as Byron’s moral and mental equal or 
superior, instead of the mere hanger-on he had been supposed 
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1823-40] Special Factors: Mary Shelley 

by many to have been. His Shelley Papers furnished new ma- 
terials to a public which as yet had access only to a part of 
Shelley’s works. The importance of Mary Shelley’s edition of 
the Posthumous Poems has been shown already. Even more 
important to a full and fair estimate of Shelley (though not to 
the development of his reputation) were her editions of 1839 
and 1840, which for the first time provided a full and accurate 
text, in addition to full, semi-biographical notes that have ever 
since proved invaluable. Her thinly disguised use of Shelley in 
her novels doubtless stimulated further thirst for knowledge 
about him. 

Mary’s activity would probably have been more abundant had 
not Sir Timothy Shelley, on whom her income largely depended, 
set himself sternly against the preservation of his son’s name. 
He compelled the suppression of Posthumous Poems, forbade 
publication of a biography, and grudgingly consented to the 
editions of 1839 and 1840 only on condition that no biographi- 
cal memoir should accompany them. The notes which accom- 
panied these editions were an eflFort to comply with the letter 
of Sir Timothy’s prohibition while evading its spirit. Her novels 
have also been so regarded, perhaps erroneously. As a novel- 
ist, after Frankenstein, Mary Shelley lacked invention, and 
wrote out of her own experience largely because she had to. 
Byron, whom she came to dislike and can hardly be suspected 
of wishing to apotheosize, occupies perhaps a larger place than 
Shelley in her novels. Sir Timothy’s attitude could not prevent 
her writing a biography of Shelley to be published after her 
death and his. Her resort to subterfuge in the case of her notes 
argues that she would not hav.e considered this dishonourable. 
The idea must have occurred to her more than once. Her fail- 
ure to do so can most reasonably be attributed to the same rea- 
sons Leigh Hunt assigned for declining the same task. If she 
made herself liable for a biography she could not conscien- 
tiously suppress certain facts which, on the other hand, she 
could not bear to publish. 

Leigh Hunt’s contribution was not so obvious as during Shel- 
ley’s lifetime. During 1824 the Examiner, presumably under 
his influence, though John Hunt was editor, three times pre- 
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sented specimens of Shelley’s poems, reprinted a favourable 
passage from Medwin, gave Posthumous Poems an appreciative 
review, published an original poem on Shelley and Byron, twia® 
condemned the slanderous story about Shelley in the Narrative 
of Lord Byrons Voyage to Sicily, and defended him against a 
charge of falsehood contained in a letter published by Southey. 
That the Examiner was silent thereafter may be attributed to 
the fact that it soon fell away both from its association with 
Hunt and from its earlier interest in literature. But Leigh Hunt’s 
London Journal (non-political) contained in January 1835 two 
short quotations from Shelley; and three brief items relating to 
Shelley in the Monthly Repository of 1833 may have owed some- 
thing to his association with that periodical. The Tatler, which 
was edited and largely written by Leigh Hunt, contained two 
poems on Shelley in 1831 (April 8 and 14), and two incidental 
items and one quotation between January 12 and March 30, 
1832. Leigh Hunt’s principal published contribution, however, 
was the memoir which accompanied his publication of The 
Mask of Anarchy in 1832. In the year of its appearance this pub- 
lication was responsible for seven other items. The Spectator, 
of which Thornton Hunt was a managing editor, contained one 
favourable review in 1832 and three in 1839. 

During his life Shelley had come to despair of his ability to 
reach the popular mind directly. As in Prometheus Unbound, 
he had directed his “ passion for reforming the world ” more 
to " the highly refined imagination of the more select classes of 
poetical readers,” hoping that it would eventually filter down 
to the popular mind through the minds of others. During the 
eighteen years following his death this hope was not entirely 
fruitless. 

One fine mind which listened while most others remained 
heedless was that of George Henry Lewes, later founder and 
editor of the Contemporary Review. As a young student in Ger- 
many Lewes wrote to Leigh Himt in 1838 expressing his deep 
interest in Shelley, asking questions about him, and stating that 
he was writing a biographical and critical study of Shelley. On 
December 21, 1839 he requested Mary Shelley to read his 
manuscript.® Nearly two years before this, however, in 1838, 
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the National Magazine and Monthly Critic for four successive 
months (January, February, March, and April) had included in 
its list of works in the press “ The Life of Percy Bysshe Shelley. 
By G. H. Lewes.” The book never appeared, nor is there to this 
day any record or knowledge of it in the Lewes family. Some 
of its ideas and values may have gone into the later work of 
William Michael Rossetti, whom Lewes is known to have 
helped in the preparation of his valuable Memoir of Shelley in 
1869. Some of it may also have been preserved in the forty-one- 
page, enthusiastic, and genuinely critical article which Lewes 
published in the Westminster Review for April 1841. This was 
one of the best of all the reviews of The Poetical Works of Percy 
Bysshe Shelley. Carlyle had lectured on Heroes and Hero-Wor- 
ship less than a year before. Lewes roundly proclaimed that 
Shelley was one of the two great Englishmen of tlie nineteenth 
centuiy. He characterized him as “ the original man, the hero,” 
a fit object for hero-worship. 

Another mind such as Shelley had hoped to inspire was that 
of young Robert Browning. In the year 1826 Robert Browning, 
then a youth of fourteen, came across Benbow’s pirated Miscel- 
laneous Poems of Shelley (1826). He had never heard of the 
author before, but he so admired this volume tliat he immedi- 
ately sought Shelley’s other works. It is eloquent testimony to 
the early neglect of Shelley that in 1826, four years after Shel- 
ley’s death, Ollier still had on hand remainders of the first print- 
ings of every volume of Shelley’s poetry that he had printed 
except The Cenci. From that moment until his death in 1889 
Browning was a great admirer of Shelley. Somewhere he ob- 
tained a copy of Queen Mab; for two years he became an atheist 
and a vegetarian. His first published volume, Pauline (1833), 
showed the influence of this admiration and contained a long, 
passionate apostrophe to Shelley as the great “ Sim-treader,” 
first scorned and later ignored, who was too great and pure a 
spirit ever to die.^® Twenty years later Browning offered to Vic- 
torian England one of its most influential appreciative essays 
on Shelley. 

Throughout his life Browning sought the acquaintance of 
those who had known Shelley or who were writing about him. 
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He was a member of the Shelley Society in the late 1880 s. But 
Browning was a liberal rather than a radical. In his home en- 
vironment and in his education he was a product of the new 
middle-class liberalism of which the Reform Bill of 1832 was a 
fairly typical product. After the first few years his apprecia- 
tion of Shelley was primarily as a rare soul and a great voice of 
passion and human charity, but not as a radical prophet. Even 
this admiration was greatly lessened by a disapprobation of 
Shelley’s character after he heard Harriet’s story from Thomas 
Hookham. 

At this point it may be seen that the liberal trend of the times 
was a distinct advantage to Shelley’s reputation. It brought 
about a new toleration and a genuine, though somewhat limited, 
appreciation and even enthusiasm. Such new liberal or radical- 
liberal periodieals as the Westminster Review, the Athenaeum, 
the shortlived Edinburgh Literary Journal, the Atlas, the Spec- 
tator, the Tatler, and Taifs Edinburgh Magazine gave a dis- 
tinctly more liberal tone to literary eriticism. Among the 175 
periodicals which noticed Shelley during the period with which 
we are here concerned, only eighteen carried more than five 
items, and among this number are to be found all of the pe- 
riodicals just mentioned except the Tatler and the Spectator, 
which contained five and four items respeetively. Two of these 
journals, the Westminster Review (six items) and Tait's Edin- 
burg Magazine (nine items) were Benthamite organs and 
were considered somewhat radical. But the radiealism of the 
Benthamites was a utilitarian radiealism. There is a consider- 
able diflFerence between Shelley’s eondemnation of commerce, 
in Queen Mob, and the Westminster Review’s ideal of solving 
social and economic difficulties by stimulating trade and shar- 
ing more fully with the working classes the profit that trade 
creates. Otherwise there should have been more articles about 
Shelley in the Westminster Review, whose coterie included sev- 
eral of Shelley’s friends and admirers. 


The most surprising factor in the rise of Shelley’s reputation was 
the attention he received from the working classes. The ruth- 

404 




1823-40] 


Special Factors: Working Classes 


less employment of the Newspaper Stamp Tax to discourage 
radical political and religious opinions in journals for the work- 
ingman had placed periodical literature practically out of the 
reach of the labouring classes. This tax could be avoided by 
eschewing opinions on church and state. As a result, a whole 
class of cheap journals of information for the workingman ap- 
peared, and the English labouring classes began to read more 
extensively than had ever been possible before. These journals, 
whose cardinal policy was to avoid religious and political topics, 
nevertheless evinced a peculiar interest in Shelley. Of his opin- 
ions they had little to say, except an occasional vague word of 
regret for his lack of Christianity. Their interest was largely in 
anecdotes, in Shelley’s romantic life, and his connection with 
Byron. They quoted his poetry only occasionally, and never the 
more radical passages. Nevertheless this interest was consider- 
able, especially in the early 1830’s, and resulted in some twenty 
items, fifteen of them in the Mirror. Only one periodical, the 
Athenaeum, contained a larger total number of Shelley items. 
This interest, and other similar ones, must have been responsible 
for the success of repeated editions of such popular-priced pira- 
cies as The Beauties of Percy Bysshe Shelley, with its “ revised 
edition ” of Queen Mab “ free from objectionable matter.” 

Side by side with these conservative workingmen’s periodi- 
cals existed a vigorously radical labour journalism. A leader 
among these writers during the latter years of Shelley’s life and 
until some years after the passing of the Reform Bill was the 
much-prosecuted Richard Garble, whose second prosecution 
had inspired one of Shelley’s most earnest letters. Garble had 
wished to be the first publisher of Queen Mab, but had de- 
ferred to Shelley’s objections. That distinction fell a little later 
to William Glark, a clerk in Garble’s radical book-shop, whose 
abject conduct under the ensuing prosecution by the Society 
for the Prevention of Vice showed, in Garble’s opinion, that he 
had been unworthy of the honour. Garble then published two 
editions of Queen Mab in 1822 and a third and fourth in 1823 
and 1826, having meanwhile bought up and sold all that re- 
mained of Shelley’s original edition. On December 15, 1826 
he published in his Republican some laudatory “ Remarks on 
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the Genius and Writings of the late Mr. Percy Bysshe Shelley.” 
His later periodical, the Lion, contained in 1829 ( March 13 and 
April 3 and 17) three poems on Shelley by different unidentified 
authors, and an article by Carlile on the history of The Revolt 
of Islam. In 1832, while Carlile was serving one of his prison 
terms, Mrs. Carlile and Sons brought out still another edition 
of Queen Mab. 

In 1825 eight fellow radicals entered Carlile’s Fleet Street 
shop determined to carry on his activities while he was im- 
prisoned. They were at once arrested and sent to Newgate 
prison, whence during 1825 and 1826 they published the 'New- 
gate Magazine. During the brief period of its existence this 
magazine contained thirteen Shelley items of all descriptions, 
a number exceeded ( over a longer space of time ) only by the 
Athenaeum, the Mirror, and the New Moral World. These items 
include a number of quotations, a contributed letter, a sonnet 
praising Shelley, and a series of five articles signed C. [Carlile?] 
“On the Character and Writings of Shelley,” in which The 
Cenci, The Revolt of Islam, and Queen Mab (all radical pi- 
racies) are analysed. The last of this series, which is also the 
last article in the last number of the magazine ( August 1826 ) , 
maintains that Shelley s present obscurity can be explained on 
no other basis than frightened prejudice. 

Robert Owen, whom it is just possible Shelley may have 
known, was perhaps even more influential than Richard Carlile 
in spreading the knowledge of Shelley among English working- 
class radicals. The Owenites, as Medwin had noticed, regarded 
Shelley’s Queen Mab almost as a Bible. Shelley was indeed the 
patron saint of their periodical literature. The Quarterly Re- 
view (March 1840) and the General Baptist Repository, etc. 
(May 1839), charged that Owen derived much of his doctrine 
from Shelley. If, as has been claimed, Robert Owen was the 
founder of British socialism, it is possible for modem socialism 
to claim Shelley as a sort of grandfather. 

The principal Owenite periodicals flourished between 1826 
and 1841 and consisted of the Cooperative Magazine and 
Monthly Herald (1826-9), continued in 1830 as the London 
Cooperative Magazine; the Magazine of Useful Knowledge and 
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Cooperative Miscellany (1830); the Lancashire Cooperator 
(Manchester, 1830); the Crisis (1832-4); and the New Moral 
World ( 1835-41 ) . Of these, the New Moral World was edited 
by Robert Owen, and the Crisis was edited by Robert Owen and 
his son Robert Dale Owen, who was partly responsible for an 
American Queen Mab piracy. All contained Shelley items, 
totalling twenty-five, of which fifteen appeared in the New 
Moral World. In 1841, seven more items appeared in this 
journal. Most of these Owenite items were quotations, but one 
in the New Moral World (January 27, 1838) was Robert Bu- 
chanan’s poem “ On Shelley.” The same journal began on De- 
cember 1, 1838 an intermittent series of “ Reviews of Modem 
Poets and Illustrations of the Philosophy of Modem Poetry,” 
which devoted the first two numbers to Shelley in general and 
two numbers each to analyses of Prometheus Unbound and The 
Revolt of Islam. 

Still another class of radicals who found strength in Shelley 
and helped to advance his fame were such men as Henry 
Hetherington, James Watson, W. J. Linton, and J. G. Holyoake. 
These men worked for the Chartist cause and fought for free- 
dom of speech for the labouring man. Hetherington’s Poor 
Mans Guardian ( 1831-5 ) , “ Published in Defiance of the News- 
paper Stamp Tax,” eventually compelled the government to 
cease prosecutions under that law. Though the Poor Mans 
Guardian contains no articles on Shelley, it carries more adver- 
tisements of Queen Mab than any other journal. The Freethink- 
ers’ Information for the People, edited by Hetherington and 
Watson apparently in 1836, contains several short quotations 
from Shelley and an account of a visit to his grave. Both Hether- 
ington and his friend Watson brought out pirated editions of 
Queen Mab. For the first six months of 1839 W. J. Linton edited 
Ae National, A Library for the People. In Febmary and March 
this periodical contained eleven Shelley items. Most of them 
are quotations, but one is a biographical sketch and another a 
laudatory sonnet. 

In 1841 Hetherington, Watson, and their friends made a 
clever use of Queen Mab to force the government to abandon 
discriminatory proceedings against radicals under the law of 
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blasphemous libel. Edward Moxon, a gentleman and a re- 
spectable publisher whom it would embarrass the government 
to prosecute, had deleted the objectionable passages of Queen 
Mab in Mary Shelley’s four-volume edition of 1839, but in the 
one-volume edition of the same year he yielded to her desire 
for their restoration. The radicals forced a trial under the same 
law that had been used against themselves, and when they in- 
evitably won a verdict calmly announced that they would not 
pray judgment, and that their interest was confined to making 
the law unpopular. That they succeeded in this purpose is clear 
enough from a full history of the case and its results.^^ 

Queen Mab was by long odds the most frequently printed, 
the most extensively advertised, and the most eagerly read of 
Shelley’s works for at least twenty years after his death. Its 
vitality during that period was the largest single factor in the 
vitality of Shelley’s reputation. In his 1834 “ Course of Lec- 
tures on Ancient and Modem Literature, their Intimate Con- 
nection and Relative Value,” George Burgess, M.A., seems to 
have restricted his remarks on Shelley to Queen Mab. The more 
general radical interest of which Queen Mab was the back-log 
accounts for a total number of eighty-six items in Table II — far 
more than any other single strain of interest. 

The results which have already been indicated will be clari- 
fied and supported by the following list of all periodicals con- 
taining more than five Shelleyan items. 

The presence in this list of the two last-named periodicals, and 
possibly of one or two others, is more accidental than signifi- 
cant. The Quarterly Review spanned the whole period from a 
time before Shelley’s death and yet reviewed only one Shelley 
edition; its attention was confined almost entirely to brief inci- 
dental references which were perhaps inescapable over so long 
a period. Stockdale’s Budget, on the other hand, was a purely 
personal journal. Its interest in Shelley depended on the ac- 
cident of Stockdale’s having been Shelley’s first publisher and 
having in his possession facts and documents of which he could 
make journalistic capital. 
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TABLE III 



life of 

Dates of Shelley 

Number of 

Group 

A. Liberal Periodicals 

Periodical 

Items 

Shelley ^Items 

Total 

Athenceum 

1828-1921 

1828-39 

26 


Atlas 

1826-69 

1828-40 

6 


Edinburgh Literary Journal 

1829-31 

1828-30 

8 


Metropolitan Magazine 

1831-50 

1833-40 

7 


Monthly Chronicle 

1839-41 

1839-40 

6 


Monthly Magazine 

1796-1843 

1834-40 

7 


New Monthly Magazine 

B. Middle-Class Liberal-Radical 
Periodicals 

1814-84 

1830-3 

11 

71 

Examiner 

1808-81 

1824 

9 


T ait's Edinburgh Magazine 

1832-61 

1832-40 

9 


Westminster Review 

C. Working-Class Radical Periodi- 
cals 

Natumaly A Library for the 

1824-40 

1825-36 

6 

24 

People 

1839 

1839 

11 


Newgate Monthly 

1825-6 

1825-6 

13 


New Moral World 

D. Conservative or Non-Political 
Periodicals 

Fraser's Magazine (independ- 

1835-41 

1835-10 

15 

39 

ent Tory) 

Magazine of the Beau Monde 

1830-82 

1830-8 

6 


(fashion and taste) 

Mirror (working-class non- 

1831-42 

1832-9 

8 


political) 

Quarterly Review (regular 

1823-41 

1826-40 

15 


Tory) 

Stockdale's Budget (personal, 

1809, current 

1826-40 

6 


non-political) 

1826-7 

1826-7 

9 

Total 

44 

178 


How largely Shelley’s journalistic reputation was a product 
of new journalism may be noticed from the fact that only three 
of the eighteen journals listed were in existence when he was 
alive. It is also evident at a glance that the periodicals of liberal 
principles were those which exerted the largest influence in 
bringing about a general appreciation of Shelley. Undoubt- 
edly the working-class radical journalism had far less influence 
upon general opinion, yet it becomes clear, if one makes due 
allowance for the frequency of the items within the time-limits 
in which they appeared, that Shelley’s most ardent and devoted 
admirers were to be found among the readers and editors of 
these journals. Omitting the fourth group, one notices that out 
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of a total of 175 journals and some 470 journalistic items of all 
descriptions, thirteen liberal and radical journals provided 134 
items, or between a fourth and a third of the total/* 


It should not be supposed that the early Victorians deserted 
the judgment of their fathers and elder brothers as smoothly 
and unhesitatingly as a tabular study of the phenomenon might 
indicate. Reputations do not arise so easily out of the confused 
sea of varying opinions which characterize every generation. 
Cross-currents deflect and undertows retard at the same time 
that other currents accelerate. Throughout the whole period the 
reticences of many conservative journals and the constant note 
of apology common to most friendly criticism except that of 
the radicals (which was rather outside regular literary chan- 
nels ) indicate that the age continued a bit uncertain about Shel- 
ley and that his reputation, though almost secure by 1832, was 
not yet sailing on an even keel. Outside of radical circles two 
of the passages most frequently quoted from Shelley were the 
totally unrepresentative description of a calm winter night, from 
Queen Mab, and the prose essay on Love, neither of which 
could oflFend any possible prejudice. 

The Cambridge Apostles, who discovered Shelley in 1829, 
printed Epipsychidion, and debated the merits of Shelley ver- 
sus Byron with Oxford undergraduates, were interested pri- 
marily in Shelley’s “ pure poetry ” and were said to have be- 
come later rather ashamed of their enthusiasm. Some of their 
Oxford antagonists admitted afterwards that they hadn’t un- 
derstood who Shelley was, and really thought they had been 
arguing about Shenstone.^* In 1834, at the same time that 
the Calcutta Literary Gazette was disclosing Shelley’s literary 
merits to India, his fame was first publicly welcomed at Oxford 
in a somewhat cautious eulogy in the Oxford University Maga- 
zine for May — which the Calcutta journal hailed (July 5) as 
“ a striking indication of the change that has come over the 
spirit of the age.” Nor was Oxford slower than Eton. The Eton 
Miscellany, which ran for six months in 1827 under the editor- 
ship of the same William Ewart Gladstone who participated 
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Early Hesitancy; The Deciding Factor 


for Oxford in the 1829 debate, makes no mention of Shelley. 
As late as the 1870’s Eton’s headmaster. Dr. Hornby, declined 
to receive a bust of Shelley for the school.^^ 

In more than one genuinely enthusiastic appreciation Shelley 
was placed — as a climax — alongside Mrs. Hemans. The Edin- 
, burgh Literary Gazette of January 2, 1829, after sincerely prais- 
ing Shelley’s great poetic merit, asserted that it was less than 
that of Professor John Wilson. In 1830 the British Magazine 
remarked that Shelley was “ gifted with powers almost equal 
to any poet who ever existed ” — but the remark is a brief di- 
gression in an appreciation of the Reverend Mr. George Croly, 
who is dignified with a full sketch in a series on Popular Authors 
of the Nineteenth Century, from which Shelley is omitted. In 
January 1836 the Edinburgh Review could casually deprecate 
“ the schoolboy popularity of Shelley,” and in 1840 Ebenezer 
Elliott, in a Defence of Modem Poetry written for the SheflBeld 
Mechanics’ Institution and published in T ait’s Edinburgh Maga- 
zine for May, praised Keats and Byron while completely ig- 
noring Shelley. 

It seems unnecessary to remark that the rise of Shelley’s fame 
and influence, aided as it was by some accidental circumstances 
and retarded by others, derived its principal motive power from 
an inner vitality rather than from sheer accident. What this 
vitality consisted in has been one of the subjects of this biog- 
raphy and need not here be repeated. There have been acci- 
dental reputations, and revived reputations, but they have been 
evanescent, and their characteristic motion diminuendo rather 
than crescendo. A reputation which is purely the creature of 
its time dies with the period that creates it; Shelley’s has grown 
greater since the disappearance of all the early nineteenth-cen- 
tury influences which aided, but could not have created, its 
emergence as a literary and social force. 


The Middle and later Victorian students of Shelley produced 
more than a dozen biographies, scores of editions, and hundreds 
of critical essays, many of them from the most distinguished 
critics of the age. Led at first by Lady Shelley, they collected 
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and preserved priceless materials for later biography and criti- 
cism. Without discrimination between editors, biographers, and 
critics, one needs only to call a list of distinguished names: 
Mrs. Angeli, Arnold, Bagehot, Bradley, Brailsford, Brooke, 
Browning, Clutton-Brock, Dowden, Forman, Garnett, Gosse, 
Hutton, Ingpen, Locock, Masson, P. E. More, Quiller-Gouch, 
W. M. Rossetti, Salt, Shairp, Swinburne, Symonds, Francis 
Thompson, James Thomson, Todhunter, Wise, Woodberry, and 
Yeats. J. P. Anderson’s bibliography appended to William 
Sharp's Life of Shelley (1887) contains over a hundred and 
fifty book titles in biography and criticism alone. 

In 1886 a Shelley Society was formed, consisting of about 
four hundred members, among them Robert Browning, George 
Bernard Shaw, W. M. Rossetti, H. B. Forman, F. J. Fumivall, 
and T. J. Wise. For two years this society flourished and pub- 
lished volumes by or about Shelley, besides managing public 
productions of both Hellas and The Cenci. A number of papers 
were read at its meetings, including several distinctly able criti- 
cal discussions. By 1887 forty or fifty of Shelley’s lyrics had 
been set to music, as well as all the. choral parts of HellasJ’ 
In 1892 the centenary of Shelley’s birth was celebrated at Field 
Place and Oxford. Numerous books and articles were pub- 
lished, including George Edward Woodberry's scholarly edi- 
tion of Shelley’s poetical works. In 1894 Eton accepted a bust 
of Shelley — while Dr. Hornby still wished, sotto voce, that 
Shelley had gone to Harrow.^® Oxford accepted Sir Onslow 
Ford’s sculpture and a part of Lady Shelley’s accumulation of 
Shelleyana. In 1922 the centenary of his death was even more 
extensively noticed, not only throughout the English-speaking 
world, but in most European countries.” Again numerous 
books and articles were published, and The Cenci was produced 
on the stage in both London and Prague. By this time it was 
a commonplace not to be questioned in either Europe or Amer- 
ica that Shelley was one of the great English poets. 

It is a curious fact, demanding some reflection, that many of 
the most important authors and critics of the period did not 
join whole-heartedly in this general acclaim. Wordsworth re- 
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1840-94] Victorian Doubts and Reservations 

peated his earlier praise of Shelley’s art, the Shelleyan enthu- 
siasm of Browning and George Henry Lewes continued, and 
Swinburne was a strong admirer. But there was an interesting 
cautiousness or vagueness about much of the appreciation of 
Shelley by many of the Victorians. Some of them were defi- 
nitely antagonistic, echoing Charles Lamb’s earlier statement 
that “ no one was ever the wiser or better for reading Shelley.” 
Charles Kingsley vigorously accused Shelley of preaching “ the 
worship of uncleanness as the last and highest ethical develop- 
ment of ‘ pure ’ humanity.” “ “ Yon man Shelley,” said Thomas 
Carlyle, rudely interrupting a rhapsody by William Bell Scott, 
“ was just a scoundrel, and ought to have been hanged ”; pub- 
licly he uttered; “ Hear a Shelley filling the earth with inarticu- 
late wail; like the infinite, inarticulate grief and weeping of 
forsaken infants.” Tennyson, while granting Shelley’s “ splen- 
did imagery and colour,” found in his poetry “ a sort of tenu- 
ity,” and William Morris, a radical himself, charged that Shel- 
ley " had no eyes,” and always floundered in narration.^^ 

One might discount most of these statements as random re- 
marks if their counterparts did not present themselves so em- 
barrassingly in some of the most important and fully considered 
critical essays of the age. Matthew Arnold’s “ beautiful and in- 
eflFectual angel, beating in the void his luminous wings in 
vain,” was protested by Stopford Brooke in his Shelley Society 
inaugural address, but it remains to this day one of the most 
influential critical dicta o n Shelley. Walter Bagehot’s weighty 
essay is based upon the assumption that Shelley’s actions were 
motivated by impulse rather than reason or principle. Browning 
expresses the belief tliat Shelley would eventually have turned 
to Christianity, and Francis Thompson makes of him an angelic 
creature of pxurely naive and instinctive wisdom. With Thomp- 
son many an admirer has been glad to “ peep over the wild mass 
of revolutionary metaphysics ” and discover that Shelley was 
“ to the last ” an “ enchanted child.” To Leslie Stephen, who 
thought “ the crude incoherence of his whole system too obvi- 
ous to requite exposition,” a beautiful, iridescent mist above a 
muddy pool of Godwinism, Shelley’s appeal to most readers 
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Limitations of Radical and Liberal Appreciation [1840-1910 

seemed sentimentally pathetic — the poet and his readers were 
really weeping together over the “ obstinate insubstantiality ” of 
Shelley’s hopes.^* 

In America it was much the same. There was abundant ap- 
preciation of the Victorian type. The poetry of Edgar Allan Poe 
showed some Shelleyan influences; that of his somewhat ob- 
scure predecessor Thomas Holley Chivers showed more, includ- 
ing a poetic tribute to Shelley. But in 1873 Emerson had hardly 
read Shelley and had never cared for him,^® and about 1882 
the president of Harvard University hesitated to accept from 
Captain Silsbee the manuscript of Shelley’s “ The Cloud.” 
One of America’s foremost critics, Paul Elmer More, expressed 
a fair counterpart of Leslie Stephen’s view by speaking of Pro- 
metheus Unbound and The Revolt of Islam as a “ kind of elu- 
sive, yet rapturous, emanation of hope, devoid of specific con- 
tent.” 


These strains of disapprobation and limited appreciation de- 
mand explanation. What is their source and meaning and to 
what extent may they be expected to influence Shelley’s future 
position? 

Let us recall the most obvious conclusion from the story of 
Shelley’s early reputation — that it grew and spread mainly in 
liberal and radical circles, who appreciated Shelley for two 
very diflFerent reasons. To the radicals he was the prophet of 
a new order, and only incidentally a poet. For them his poetry 
added passion and persuasion to his prophecy, but they were 
not interested in poetry for mere sesthetic pleasure. Even if they 
had possessed the necessary cultural tastes and background 
( which most of them lacked ) , they would have seen little mean- 
ing in art that conveyed no stimulating social, political, or eco- 
nomic message. They honestly exaggerated Shelley’s radicalism 
in their desire to use him as an instrument of immediate reform. 
The hberals, on the other hand, were interested in Shelley pri- 
marily as a rare soul and a poet of lyric emotion. It was Epipsy- 
chidion that the Cambridge Apostles revived; and the poems 
which the annuals and magazines most loved to quote were 
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“ The Sensitive Plant,” “ To a Skylark,” “ With a Guitar: To 
Jane,” and the pathetic self-portrait from Adonais. Journalists 
were no longer oppressed by the fears and dreads that had 
afflicted their fathers and brothers and caused some of them 
to persecute “ poor Shelley ” because they could not afford 
to tolerate him. Shelley s enthusiasm for political freedom was 
something they could share in principle, while still regarding 
the details as premature or impractical. They admired the 
nobility of Shelley’s private character. They could not afford 
to endorse his religious and social views (the Cambridge de- 
baters of 1829 had been suspected of atheism by some of the 
audience), but they could afford to apologize for them. The 
keynote of early Victorian liberal criticism of Shelley was apolo- 
getic appreciation. 

Later Victorian criticism of Shelley was the child of early 
Victorian liberal appreciation. The radical note, which had 
swelled so loud during the Reform Bill and Chartist agitations, 
died gradually without important issue with the failure of the 
Chartist movement. Thereafter there was no important great 
popular agitation in England for more than fifty years. There 
were still radicals, of course, and radicals who continued the 
old radical feeling toward Shelley, but it was a comparatively 
minor note. As for Freedom, the facts seemed to support 
Tennyson’s assurance that Freedom was slowly broadening 
down from precedent to precedent. Were not the nineteenth- 
century French Revolutionists (whom Mary Shelley even re- 
garded with aversion ) “ the red fool-fury of the Seine ” ? It 
was better for the middle and upper classes to make the' prec- 
edents. England was steadily becoming stronger and richer, 
the increased comforts of life were “ broadening down ” also, 
child labour was being restricted, and public education was 
being extended. England was taking up the white man’s burden 
with profitable resignation. Younger sons and discontented la- 
bourers knew where they could go — or if they didn’t they 
could learn from a hundred novels that emigration solved all 
difficulties. Almost forgotten, the fierce hopes and fears en- 
gendered by the French Revolution and its aftermath belonged 
to a closed chapter of human progress. In this atmosphere one 
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could appreciate Shelley a little more generously than the 
earlier liberals, and apologize a little less conspicuously and 
uneasily. But the fundamental attitude was the same. Shelley 
was one of the great English poets; practically everyone thought 
so now. Yet in everything that really mattered to him except 
his purely personal emotions and his fine art, he was dead 
wrong. 

All that was most serious to Shelley the later Victorians sel- 
dom took the trouble to study seriously. There seemed no par- 
ticular reason for doing so, and it must also be said that some 
of the letters and the important Philosophical View of Reform 
were not available. Mary Shelley herself was willing to mini- 
mize Shelley the radical, though she was honest enough to re- 
store the Queen Mab notes. Lady Shelley’s influence, through 
her control of Shelley materials, was a sentimentalizing one. 
It was resentment of this influence as much as an honest dis- 
approval of much of Shelley’s character and philosophy that 
caused J. Cordy Jeaffreson to flutter the Shelley Society dove- 
cote with his crudely reactionary The Real Shelley (1885). 
Something of the old radical flavour persisted in H. N. Brailsford 
(Shelley, Godwin and Their Circle, 1913) and more in H. S. 
Salt, whose Percy Bysshe Shelley, Poet and Pioneer ( 1896) was 
written in protest against what he considered a ridiculous 
contemporary blindness to Shelley’s true significance. George 
Bernard Shaw, one of Shelley’s more radical admirers, sug- 
gested that the Shelley chapel at University College, Oxford, 
be decorated “ with a relief representing Shelley in a tall hat, 
bible in hand, leading his children on Sunday morning to the 
church of his native parish.” And the explorer Henry M. Stan- 
ley warned an officer of the Shelley Society: “ You are a funny 
people, you Shelleyites. You are playing — at a safe distance 
yourself, maybe, with fire. In spreading Shelley you are in- 
directly helping to stir up the great socialist question, the great 
question of the needs and wants and wishes of unhappy men; 
ihe one question which bids fair to swamp you all for a bit.” 

It is too early to say that the vital radical force of Shelley, 
from which the early nineteenth-century reformers drew such 
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inspiration, is yet dead. To an appreciable extent, it helped 
stimulate Young Germany in the abortive revolution of 1848, 
and the Italian patriots of the Risorgimento.®® Only a few years 
ago a group of Communists in a Milwaukee jail were reported 
to have attempted to convert fellow prisoners by reading Queen 
Mab aloud. We learn from the autobiography of Upton Sin- 
clair, certainly one of the great radical voices of the age , that 
Shelley was one of the enthusiasms of his youtly ^ typi c ally 
Shelleyan radical idea has recently been proved by Mahatma 
Gandhi to have enormous practical force. That it was suggested 
not T)y S helley, but by Thoreau (who may have had it from 
the New Testament), does not affect the validity of the idea. 
Shelley was no communist; he was in some respects consider- 
ablyless radical thanhis radical admirers supposed; but he was 
perhaps the greatest radical voice in poetry since Lucretius^ 
Professor Dowden, Shelley s authorized biographer, suSSels^ 
fully maintained his independence of Lady Shelley’s control, 
but he could not be independent of the dominant tendency of 
the age. His treatment of Shelley is apologetically and senti- 
mentally protective. To him Shelley was great and good not 
because of, but in spite of, his major beliefs. He did not suffi- 
ciently perceive either the guiding purpose of Shelley’s life or 
the strength of that purpose. This may explain why one so ad- 
mirable in the collection and presentation of factual detail could 
be at the same time so glossily mediocre in his critical treatment 
of Shelley’s ideas. It may also explain some of the excessive dis- 
gust with which Mark Twain treated the book in his “ Defense 
of Harriet Shelley.” Perhaps it is the same latent incongruity 
that prompted the opening paragraphs of Paul Elmer More’s 
essay on Shelley (1910), in which he seeks to show, by very 
apposite quotations, that most criticism of Shelley is mealy- 
mouthed and straddling. 

I Un^ubtedly a large parLejf Shelley’s popularity for a hun- 
drqaJ^ears has been b^|Se^<^pon an evasion of the real Shelley. 
,flis great lyrics were to^im for the most part only tangential 
to the controlling purposes of his life, for which he reserved his 
greatest poetic energies. To most of his admirers these splendid 
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lapses constitute his main glory, and his main purpose in writ- 
ing constitutes an utter failure which they are not quite frank 


enmigh to face squarely. 



Can a man be wrong in most of his major principles, lead his 
life, so far as possible, in passionate accord with those principles, 
and still be generally acclaimed as one of the chief glories of 
his country and age? Can “a kind of elusive, yet rapturous, 
emanation of hope devoid of specific content,” added to a few 
short lyrics of a very high order, be a sufficient foundation for 
such a reputation as Shelley achieved in the later nineteenth 
century? If true, it is pure magic — which is of course possible 
in poetry. If false, then Shelley was greatly overpraised by the 
Victorians, and his reputation should already be waning. Yet 
his reputation increases. /The tendency of more recent scholar- 
ship has been to find inSnelley an intellectual penetration, 
knowle^e, and wisdom which his Victorian admirers did not 
perceive/j 

Havfwe then, in Shelley s later reputation, a real paradox 
or only the illusion of one? Shelley himself would have called 
it one — but would he have been right in doing so? Few will 
deny the grandeur, in itself, of what the Victorians admired as 
great, even though the admiration was an evasive one. Is it 
possible that Shelley oflFers two adequate bases for abiding ad- 
miration — bases which for most generations are mutually ex- 
clusive? The answer must lie with critics and biographers yet 
unborn, who will have achieved a perspective of the times in 
which this book is written. 
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Chapter XXXI 


REVIEW AND INTERPRETATION 

CONTRADICTIONS OF CRITICISM; SHELLETS 
DOMINANT SENSE OF MISSION; HIS OBJECTS 
AND LEADING IDEAS; SOME PECULIARITIES 
OF HIS NATURE; HIS POETRY 


A DETAILED biography must record all the pertinent facts in their 
fullness and in the order of occurrence. Now that the primary 
undertaking of this biography has been concluded, I venture to 
reassemble and interpret the most important facts, nof as ac- 
cident and time carelessly distributed their original occurrence, 
but as they fit my personal view of their significance. 

When any man is assessed and assigned his proper place in 
history, it is generally in answer to the following questions: 
What were the man’s purposes and how did he g d abouf fulfill- 
i ng them? What was his accomplishment? How did he impress 
his generation? How did he impress succeeding generations, 
and wha tis his significance~foday ? These questiohs~can hardly 
be answered without answering at the same time one that is 
perhaps even more fundamental: namely, what sort of person 
was he? 

At the outset one is impressed by the controversy which has 
so long enveloped Shelley’s name. At least four people who 
knew Shelley well have said — two of Jthem in print — that he 
was tone of the best men who ever livedfand was, in sober fact, , 
something a -little more than mortal, ^ut his father and his' 
father’s lawyer, after personal experience, called him a lunatic; 
Southey, who had known and liked him, settled down to the 
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European- countries — England, Germany, France, and Italy — 
that Shelley was one of the two or three really great and en- 
during spirits of the nineteenth century. A great Victorian ed- 
itor commissioned an artist to retouch Leonardo da Vinci’s ccn- 
ception of the young man Christ and offered it seriously in two 
books as a portrait of Shelley. 

The questions I proposed to attempt answering must be an- 
swered clearly indeed if th'e answers are to harmonize or explain 
this dissonance of a hundred years. But one important point 
is demonstrated by the dissonance itself. Its vitality and heat 
prove that the essence of yon man Shelley — if I can only make 
it clear — was certainly nothing superficial. To a certain ejtteiif 
he was to a good many people either a kind of Christ or a kind d 
Antichrist. 


i OuB first question was: What was this man trying to do? To 
anyone closely acquainted with his letters, his life, and his pub- 
lished work, the answer is clear — even Aough two generations 
of Victorian admirers almost succeeded in evading it. Stated 
briefly, Shelley washout to reform the world. He frankly ac- 
knowledged, in the preface of his grfeatest poem, Prometheus 
Unbound, what he called “ a passion for reforming the worljk* 
How this passion arose, how it developed and changed? *and 
what it involved, are our first and most important topics. 

The origin of Shelley’s master passion carries us back to his 
boyhood and youth. In 1792, when Shelley was bom, the 
French Revolution was blowing like an irresistible gale again.W 
&e rottep political and social stru cture which the eighteenth 
century had considered stable and enduring. Refugees from 
France were landing on the Sussex coast from every sort of boaC 
many of them passing within a mile of the Shelley honie 

on their way up to London. William Godwin, Shelley’s future 
father-in-law, was just finishing his Political Justice, the stnmg- 
est, most lucid, most logical, and most highly priced of allihe 
books which Sdught to remodel the whole structure of society 
in the spirit of revolutionary Reason. Burke had tinned his elo- 
quence against the Revolution, nnd Tom Paine had published 
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kt its defence his The Rights of Man. Mary Wollstonecraft 
was just publishing another revolutionary book, The Rights of 
Wofian. Even in Sussex, one of the quietest and most con- 
s^ative of English counties, whose slow-moving countryman 
hid a favourite saying; “We won’t be druv,” the future poet 
l^uld hardly escape breathing the atmosphere of excitement 
Wd change that enveloped all of western Europe. It showed 
no particular signs of its eflFect on him, however, until he was 
about nineteen, ready to enter college. 

Meanwhile he had been growing up in a household sur- 
rounded by younger sisters to whom he was a leader. A ll t he 
’•inecdotes of his early boyhood emphasize his imaginative and 
motional sensitiveness and his precocity. A few hard-headed 
j^ple who knew him casually in boyhood and youth thought 
imim a little crazy. From early days he was an extensive reader. 
^ rhen and later he was extremely susceptible to influences from 
ii>ooks. He read rapidly, with a quick comprehension and a most 
: tenacious memory. 

Some of these influences from books were quite peculiar and 
persistent and of considerable importance in determining his 
Conduct. Among the first books he read, one notices Robert 
JPaltock s novel, Peter Wilkins. The hero of this novel was a kind 
MPromethean light-bringer to an island populated by a myste- 
piouStjsemi-human folk. Two of his children were adopted by 
royalty. At once we hear of the boy Shelley, mounted on his 
pony, scouring the countryside for a little gypsy girl to adopt. 
Until four years before his death he never quite gave up the 
notion of adopting a little girl. Just before his own daughter 
Clara was bom, he did adopt a little girl as far as it was possible 
to adopt a child whose parents were living. Immediately after 
the death of his small daughter he adopted another little girl at 
iNaples rmder such strange circumstances that for about a hun- 
dr^ years scholars have been puzzled by what they called the 
^mystery at Naples.” This proneness to suggestion, as we shall 
see later, seems in some cases to be .connected with delusions 
ifOd in others with fixed ideas. 

I ■'Shelley’s greatest youthful readi^ was in the G othic novel, 
ll^extiaoidinary class of fiction which our forefathers for two 
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generations read more avidly than we read its lineal descend- 
ant, the modem mystery story. In the Gothic novel all was 
mystery, horror, violent action, and dull description. One notes 
in the various anecdotes of Shelley’s boyhood the prominence 
of disguise, mystery, magic, and violent sensational ideas and 
experiments. As late as 1815, when he was twenty-three years 
old, Shelley was planning, in the manner of the sensational 
novel, to abduct “ two heiresses ” from a boarding-school. In j 
these novels the tyrannical father, the maiden to be rescued, I 
the scheming, unscrupulous priest, were as common as black- 1 
berries. Whether or not any causal relationship can be demon- 1 
strated, it is a fact that the tyrannous father, the maiden to be ' 
rescued from oppression, and the conception of priests as evil, 
self-seeking schemers soon became extremely prominent in Shel- 
ley’s actual life. 

Here was a youth who by reason of sensitiveness, intellectual 
superiority, and physical unpreparedness was singularly un- 
fitted for the bmtalities of English pubhc-school life. It was 
to him 


a harsh and grating strife 
Of tyrants and of foes. 


At some time before his nineteenth year he came to a remarkable 
decision. He decided that he would devote his whole life to 
a warfare against the oppressions which it seemed to him domi- 
nated all human society. A few years later, in two poems 
( “ Hymn to Intellectual Beauty,” 1816, and “ Dedication ” to 
The Revolt of Islam, 1817), Shelley definitely described this 
moment in his life: 


/ 


So, without shame I spake: — I will be wise 
And just, and free and mild, if in me lies 
Such power, for I grow weary to behold 
The selfish and the strong still tyrannize 
Without reproach or check. 


T his is from the Dedicatory poe m to Th e Revolt of Islam j^ 
*lEe parallel account o£ the same moment which is a part of me 
“ Hynm to Ihtellectual Beauty ” he called upon “ a thousand 
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hours of study ” to bear witness to the zeal With which he had 
kept his vow and had sought to equip himself for its fulfilment. 

How do we know that this autobiographical testimony is not 
mere rationalizing — that this young man, several years after 
embarking on a course, did not decide merely that it would 
be a good idea to provide that course with an earlier, more 
definite sj^rting-point? The really important thing, the resolu- 
tion itst^ is abundantly evident in most of Shelley s later con- 
duct undTexpressions. He referred to it later in both poems and 
letters. As a matter of fact, there are external indications that 
the story must be true in detail as Shelley told it. The time is 
not definitely fixed, but would appear to be either while Shelley 
was at Syon House Academy or a yegr^or two before he left 
Eton College to enter Oxford. After rR^lajtter time it is easy 
enough to see in Shelley s conduct that the youth had a domi- 
nant purpos#similar to the one he ascribed to himself. 

At about the same time he happened to pick up in the streets 
a loose sheet from an old magazine, containing a translation of 
Schubart’s German poem on the Wandering Jew, a character 
with whom Shelley had already formed a slight acquaintance in 
Lewis’s The Monk. Here we have another instance of something 
like a fixed idea suggested by reading. Immediately this poem 
made a powerful impression on his mind. The Wandering Jew 
became almost at once for him the symbol of Heaven’s eternal,* 
Ijnrelenting vengeance on one who was a rebel against its au- 
thority. That Shelley later thought this a false authority is a 
commonplace, but it is significant that he must have thought so 
at this time to be so tremendously impressed by the symbol. His 
first inquiry at the Bodleian Library was an effort to get more 
information about this poem. At different times during the next 
few years he made copies of it. He immediately wrote a poem 
of his own on the subject; he quoted a part of the translation in 
the notes to his Queen Mob; throughout his poems for the rest of 
his whole life one finds occasional allusions to the Wandering 
Jow; several of his best-knoWta shorter poems slightly echo the 
language of the original trahslation. The Wandering Jeiw ap- 
pears as a character in his first long poem, Queen Mob, ^jxd in 
.^e last poem he published, Hellas. 

424 



1809P-20] Disappointed Love 

At the very time that Shelley discovered the Wandering Jew, 
his first love-affair was beginning to drift into disaster, obviously 
because of his unorthodox opinions. Harriet Grove was fond 
of her cousin, but she was certainly no young revolutionary. 
The informal engagement was definitely broken off during the 
Christmas vacation, shortly after Shelley had entered Oxford. 
Shelley was wild with disappointment; his letters on the subject 
to his new-found bosom friend, Thomas Jefferson Hogg, are al- 
most incoherent with his sense of oppression. In the midst of 
one of the wildest of these outbursts Shelley adopted as his own, 
obvipusly without realizing it, a whole sentence from Schubart’s 
“ Thd* Wandering Jew.” In his view he was the victim of two 
oppressions, oia|Ni|^ental, the other religious. His earlier ac- 
quaintance with p^ental tyranny in the Gothic novel was now 
reinforced by the authority of William Godwin, one of whose 
tenets was that parental authority is often unjustified and tyr- 
annous. The works of his future father-in-law had only a few 
months earlier stimulated Shelley to an admiration destined to 
become far more disas^qus than his broken engagement. But 

vraT Religioirthat Shelley held to be his principal enemy. 
Here, within a year or so of his original self-dedication, we get 
another one fully as impassioned, in a letter to Hogg, lids 
time there can be no question at all of reality: 

O! I burn with impatience for the moment of Christianity’s dis- 
solution; it has injured me. I swear on the altar of perjured Love to 
revenge myself on the hated cause of the effect. . . . Indeed I think 
it is to the benefit of society to destroy the opinion which can an- 
nihilate the dearest of its ties. 

The idea that parental and religious tyranny are naturally and 
viciously allied forms the basis of Shelley’s powerful The Cenci, 
written nine ye ars after he first felt himself their victim. 

, The inextric^y complicated interactions of many diverse 
; and apparently unrelated circumstances which flow together to 
make the motives for an individual life are not to be diagrammed 
j:oo dogmatically. No one could possibly possess all the evidence 
jjor doing so. But with due allowance for probable incomplete- 
ness and exaggeration, & submit that the transition in Shelley 
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from an aflFectionate, exfraordinarily bright and sensitive small 
boy to a youth with a conviction of oppression and a feverishly 
intense mission for quelling tyrannies and establishing freedom 
is accounted for by the circumstances I have mentioned. A 
highly suggestible mind had merged with the theoretical world 
of French revolutionary literature and the sensational world of 
Gothic romance; and the colouring it had thus acquired was 
intensified and made fast by unfortunate personal experience. 


It is just possible the youth might in time have forgotten his 
self-dedication if it had not been followed so soon by his ex- 
pulsion from Oxford and the hopeless estrangement from his 
father. After this there was no change; his life was almost com- 
pletely dominated by his purpose. Soon after his expulsion he 
eloped with Harriet Westbrook, a young schoolgi^ whom he 
did not love until later, because it was the only way to rescue 
her from parental and pedagogic tyranny. He brought into his 
household Elizabeth Hitchener, a Sussex school-teacher with 
emancipated views, whom he expected to become a fellow 
emancipator with himself and Harriet. When he became disil- 
lusioned he got rid of her, but his numerous and zealous letters 
to her testify to the strength of his enthusiasm for their common 
purposes. His young wife shared his views at first and studied 
hard to fit herself for her role. Eventually, however, it became 
evident to both that she could not keep the pace. Her,first child 
was bom, and her views (probably much influenced by her 
dominating older sister) changed radically. Shelley experi- 
enced a brief period of miserable struggle between natural af- 
fection and duty on one side (for love was probably dying) and 
all that he hoped to accomplish in life — and for a moment duty 
and affection seemed victorious. 

Then Shelley met Mary Godwin, the daughter of William 
Godwin and Mary Wollstonecraft, in his opinion the two most 
godlike people' of the age. 'She seemed the ideal partner for 
his life’s purpose, and she was also the victim of the second Mrs. 
Godwin's parental tyranny. (yShe encomaged his love, and then, 
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frightened, sought vainly and against her own will to discourage 
it. The elopement that followed was the result of a domination 
too strong for either to resist. I would not say that the sole 
reason for deserting Harriet and eloping with Mary was the 
unfitness of the one and the fitness of the other for Shelley’s 
ruling purpose in life, but it is assuredly one very important 
reason. The journals kept from this time until after Shelley’s 
death by both Mary and Claire Clairmont ( who came into th’e 
family with Mary) are devoted largely to their reading and 
study, which was conducted mainly under Shelley’s direction 
and was designed to fit them for their roles as emancipators. 
Shelley was doing the same thing for himself throughout his 
whole life. |He read and studied assiduously, \vith extraordinary 
penetrat ion and memory, and his range included seven lan- 
guages — English, French, German, Italian, Spanish, Latin, and 
Greek. \ 

Previous to his elopement with Mary Godwin, Shelley had lost 
no opportunity of advancing his declared purpose. He had 
tried to aid Peter Finnerty, an oppressed Irish journalist; he had 
printed an eloquent letter to Lord Ellenborough protesting 
against the unjust sentence of Daniel Isaac Eaton for radical 
publications; he had tried to start a public subscription for Leigh 
Hunt and his brother when they were imprisoned for telling 
the truth about the Prince Regent; he had sought to raise money 
for the families of Yorkshire workmen who had been executed 
for frame-breaking; he had given time and money to building 
the Tremadoc Embankment, w'hich was to reclaim thousands of 
acres from the sea and put them (as Shelley first thought) to 
•philanthropic use; and he had spent some months in Ireland 
seeking to ameliorate the condition of an oppressed people. He 
had printed copies of a Declaration of Rights, and a servant of 
his had been imprisoned for posting them on walls; he had 
addressed a great public meeting in Ireland, published two 
addresses to the Irish People, and printed (but not published) 
a long revolutionary poem. Queen Mab — all between the ages 
of nineteen and twenty-two. 

Critics who have treated some of this activity as irresponsible 
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and ridiculous have missed the most important fact in empha- 
sizing a minor and even doubtful one. The important fact is 
the guiding pmrpose, amounting almost to an obsession. Cer- 
tainly some of die attendant circumstances are ridiculous — 
such as dropping leaflets from a balcony in Dublin and setting 
documents afloat in bottles. Certainly the financial aspects of 
most of these adventures were reckless and irresponsible, nor 
did Shelley ever achieve|i|«iy reasonably consistent financia 
prudence before his twenty-eighth year, in Pisa. [But not ever 
the Irish episode was as quixotic as it has been commonly pic- 
tured. In the two addresses to the Irish people you will find nd 
violent and reckless suggestions, no demands that have not lon^ 
since been granted and that would not be regarded today as 
moderate, no expectation of quick political miracles, no hope 
of progress that is not based upon an improvement in the edu- 
cation, temperance, and tolerance to be achieved by the Irish 
thems elves?^ 

AfterTus elopement with Mary Godwin there were times 
when the all-consuming purpose had to be laid aside tem- 
porarily for reasons of health, money, or personal and family 
difiBculties. The whole social, political, and economic pattern 
which Shelley believed in so many respects to be wrong, but 
which nevertheless was the framework within which he must 
live, was far from sympathetic with his activities. The resent- 
ment of William Godwin (oddly combined with his demands 
for money) ; the estrangement from his father s family; the mis- 
management of his finances; the suicides of his dear friend 
Fanny Imlay and his legal wife, Harriet; the Chancery suit 
which deprived him of his children by his first wife and made 
him fear a criminal prosecution; the deadly venom with which 
^the conservative reviewers convinced a majority of their readers 
that he was a moral monster; the death of two children in Italy; 
a secret rift in his happiness vrith his second wife that drove 
him for a short time almost insane — these and other circum- 
stances limited and at times intermitted the prosecution of his 
self-imposed mission. Thbugh he may be justly accused of some- 
thing like a persecution complex, there was considerable real 
basis for the feeling. In Adonais he described himself as 
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a herd-abandoned deer, struck by the hunter’s dart, 

and 

I A Love in desolation masked; a Power 
Girt round with weakness. . . . 

Yet even in his deepest personal despair, which is represented 
by his poem “ Julian and Maddalo,” Shelley refers in one place 
to the moment of self-dedication he had already described in 
two poems, and in another he says that personal misfortune 
will never stop his opposition to tyranny and oppression. 

Since the spring of 1818 Shelley had been living in Italy, but 
his interest in English affairs continued. Just before leaving 
England he had written two pamphlets advocating reform. In 
Italy he wrote his “ Mask of Anarchy ” to denounce the Man- 
chester Massacre; he wrote (as he had written before) to re- 
prove Wordsworth’s desertion of the liberal cause; and he sent 
back from Italy a long letter which he asked Leigh Hunt to 
print in the Examiner condemning the sentence of Richard 
Garble for publishing radical literature. Every abortive Italian 
and Spanish revolt against oppression that took place during 
his life was hailed in his poetry as a sign of better times. The 
Greek War of Independence caused him to write Hellas, the 
last poe m tha t he published. 

It may be trulysaid that Shelley’s whole life was astonishingly 
— even terribly — consistent with his youthful self-dedication. 
“ I always go on until I am stopped,” he once remarked quite 
simply, “and I never am stopped.” It has been said of him 
that his principal difference from other people was that he 
practised his professed beliefs. How far he dared go may be 
seen from his willingness to share both Harriet and Mary with 
Hogg, a willingness defeated only by Harriet’s scruples and 
(in Mary’s case, one bebeves) by circumstances. It is still true, 
however, as he protested to Byron, that he regarded some of his 
beliefs as valid ideals, but as impracticable in the society in 
which he lived. — ■ 


Bot while Shelley was invariably true to his sense of mission, 
a significant change is to be observed in his own view of the 
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mission. Prior to 1815 he was impetuous and headlong. It still 
seemed possible that direct, personal action could accomplish 
some immediate, significant change. Even then he realized with 
his mind that the process of human betterment was a long, slow 
process, as his Irish pamphlets show. His impetuous character, 
however, often decided his conduct rather than his more sober 
reason. But in August 1815 he wrote to his friend Hogg that 
he was trying to become more dispassionate and more historical- 
minded in his judgment of the political events of the day. Some- 
thing over a year later he wrote to Leigh Hunt: “ I am unde- 
ceived in the belief that I have powers deeply to interest, or 
substantially to improve mankind. . . . Perhaps I should have 
shrunk from persisting in the task which I had undertaken in 
early life, of opposing myself in these evil times and among these 
evil tongues, to what I esteem misery and vice.” 

This tempering of Shelley’s earlier impetuosity appears to 
have begun in Ireland. His expulsion from Oxford and his 
estrangement from his father had searcely affected it, because 
they had really interfered very little with his chosen way of 
living. In Ireland he obtained at first hand a perfectly appalling 
view of the evils he had set out to eorrect. By his own testimony, 
he was sobered and dejected, but he was not stopped. A much 
greater sobering faetor, because it altered his personal life and 
seriously interfered for a time with his mission, was the im- 
mediate result of his elopement with Mary. Bailiffs harried him, 
old friends silently fell away or sneered at him. Harriet be- 
haved with a strange antagonistic stubbornness which he could 
not reconcile with principles he could not doubt, and Godwin, 
his spiritual godfather, spumed him with a loathing and disgust 
that seemed a betrayal of principles they had held in common. 
Had this situation not been lightened by the opportune death 
of his grandfather, Shelley’s elopement with Mary must in the 
end have proved as disastrous to his hopes as life with Harriet 
had become. 

But the greatest shock came some months after the letter 
quoted above, with the deaths of Harriet and of Fanny Imlay. 
One was certainly and the other probably an indirect result of 
Shelley’s second elopement. He was fond of Fanny Imlay and 
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had loved Harriet. He could see nothing wrong in his impetu- 
ous elopement, and yet it had led to Harriet s death and possibly 
Fanny’s. Shelley was deeply shaken. He had only Mary and 
his own invincible sense of rectitude to sustain him. If he per- 
mitted the latter to falter he was ruined. I believe this is a par- 
tial explanation of the unadmirable account of Harriet’s death 
which he sent to Mary from London. Yet even to Shelley it was 
clear that a headlong action he still regarded as right and neces- 
sary had resulted fatally. He regarded himself as the victim of 
circumstances and of malicious misinterpretation, but thereafter 
he was no longer unrestrained, even in prosecuting his mission. 

Ab6ur"a year ratCT~Iie"puf)lished his longest poem, The Re- 
volt of Islam, designed to present a picture -of a true revolution, 
in human society that would avoid the errors which had made 
the French Revolution a partial failure. The revolution he de- 
scribed was in fact stamped out in the end by the forces of re- 
action, after a brief period of success. This fact is explained by 
the fable with which Shelley introduced the poem — a fable 
.^describing the never ending conflict between a serpent, repre- 
jsenting good, and an eagle, representing evil. In the particular 
phase of this eternal conflict described in the fable, evil is tri- 
umphant, but the poet is assured by a prophetess that the defeat 
is only temporary — the serpent perpetually recruits its strength 
and perpetually returns to the conflict. A similar view is stated 
in Shelley’s preface, where he proclaims his confldence, not in 
a rapid, miraculous improvement of society, but in what he calls 
a slow, g^c ^ yal^ si lent change.” | 

A^e follow this moderafSffTISw sull further, to Prometheus 
Unbound, commonly regarded as Shelley’s greatest poem, writ- 
ten two years afterwards, in 1818-19. It was in the preface to 
this poem that he confessed to the desire to reform the world, 
which I quoted earher. “ But it is a mistake,” he continued, 
“ to suppose that I dedicate my poetical compositions solely to 
the direct enforcement of reform, or that I consider them in any 
degree as containing a reasoned system on the theory of human 
life. Didactic poetry is my abhorrence. . . . My pmrpose has 
hitherto been simply to familiarize the highly refined imagina- 
tion of the more select classes of poetical readers with beautiful 
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idealisms of moral excellence, aware that until the mind can love 
and admire and trust and hope and endure, reasoned principles 
of moral conduct are seeds cast upon the highway of life which 
the unconscious passenger tramples into the dust.” 

The meaning of this explanation becomes clearer when we 
examine the grounds on which Shelley based his behef, stated 
in his “ Defence of Poetry ” ( 1821 ), that poetry is the great en- 
lightener of the human spirit, a force which “ lifts the veil from 
the hidden beauty of the world,” and makes of poets the 
'* unacknowledged legislators of mankind.” This was so, he be- 
lieved, because poetry was the most authentic voice of the im- 
agination — and the imagination, with Shelley as with Words- 
worth and Coleridge, was an almost divine quality of the human 
mind. It could at times perceive almost by intuition truths not 
perceptible to the ordinary reason operating within long-familiar 
boimdaries. Only as the imagination enlarged mental bound- 
aries and refined human sympathies and perceptions could or- 
dinary reason develop new territory. Only by imagination could 
we use wisely the immense store of technical knowledge whose 
tendency otherwise was merely to exaggerate social and eco- 
nomic inequali ties. 

"iBr pursuing thf^point Shelley furnishes incidentally the rea- 
son for his repeated statements that he abhorred what he called 
“ didactic ” poetry. For as an ordinary man the poet was bound 
to be influenced by his human environment of time, place, and 
i^lass; but as a mouthpiece of the imagination he was above his 
3 nvironment| Consequently, if he attempted to prescribe too 
Specitically tor his generation — that is, to be didactic — he was 
liable to error. The imagination, on the other hand, taught men 
how to think and feel justly, not specifically what to think and 
Feel. 

is a far city from thkmature point of view to his early rather 
quixotic forays into direct action and the vigorous didacticism 
af his first long poem. Queen Mab. In Queen Mab it seemed 
a relatively simply matter to free the human spirit by destroying 
certain institutions. In Prometheus Unbound Shelley realizes 
that the evil is in the very mind of man. The worst torture that 
Prometheus has to endure is the sight of Christ on the cross and 
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Ithe perception that Christ s agony proceeds from the knowledge 
khat hie gnnd prinoipinn w i ll ha fiimpd tn t^vil purposes. The 
final victory of Prometheus is not possible until he has recalled 
his curse upon Jupiter and abjured revenge. As in The Revolt 
of Islam, Shelley is able no longer to regard any victory over 
evil as final except within time limitations. The last speech in 
the poem points out that in time the forces of evil may again 
'Control the world, but they can always be reconquered by re- 
peating the experience of Prometheus. This is no easy formula, 
but an agonizing ordeal: 

To suffer woes which Hope thinks infinite; 

To forgive wrongs darker than death or night; 

To defy Power, which seems omnipotent; 

To love and bear; to hope till Hope creates 

From its own wreck the thing it contemplates; 

Neither to change, nor falter, nor repent; 

This, like thy glory. Titan, is to be 

Good, great and joyous, beautiful and free; 

This is alone Life, Joy, Empire, and Victory. 

'~"The numerous frustrating forces of life which Shelley had to 
stop and deal with, when viewed in connection with this vastly 
increased respect for the difficulties of his mission, and his grow- 
ing feeling of personal inadequacy to it, might easily lead to 
the conclusion that after about 1815 his sense of mission was no 
longer the controlling motive of his life. In fact he had made 
no real change in purpose or direction; the changes were only 
in emphasis, speed, and method of procedure. The evils which 
he condemned in Queen Mab, with one or two trifling exceptions 
such as the evil of eating flesh, were the same evils that he 
condemned to the end of his life. The remedies for these evils 
were in general the same, and the virtues he sought to cultivate 
were the same. Hope, which Wordsworth had called “ the para- 
mount duty,” was always so for Shelley, though an enlarged ex- 
perience and knowledge of human depravity and fallibility 
made it no longer the easy duty it had once been. In Italy, at 
a time of personal depression, he began wearing a ring with the 
inscription: “ II buon tempo vend ” — the good time will come. 
In HeUas, the last long poem that he published, he declares: ^ 
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Life may change, but it may fly not; 

Hope may vanish, but can die not; 

Truth be veiled, but still it bumeth; 

Love repulsed — but it retumeth — 

and adds in the next two stanzas that the soul of all these forces 
is liberty, without which they are powerless and dead. 


From what has been said already about Shelley s distrust of 
didactic poetry and the moderation which he learned to apply 
to his expectations of life, one would look for his more specific 
notions of reform in his prose and in his earlier poems. This is 
in fact where we find them. Let us now see what they are. 

Christianity was for Shelley probably the greatest single 
despoiler of the human spirit. Queen Mab began with a 
motto that had been Voltaire’s battle-cry against Catholicism: 
“ Ecrasez Vinfdme” — crush the scoundrel. Long after Shelley 
could properly be described as an atheist — if the term was 
ever quite applicable to him — he wrote atheos after his name 
in more than one hotel album, mainly to signify his opposition 
to Christianity. As he later told Edward Trelawny, he accepted 
the appellation of atheist as a gage of battle. This error in 
tactics cost him dearly, for the atheos inscription was copied 
by Robert Southey jndje peated in the public journals. 

'"'"ICt IGirsT'SEelley’s opposition to Christianity included Christ 
himself, all the supernatural part of fundamental Christian doc- 
trine, and the Christian Church as an institution. Soon, how- 
ever, he developed a veneration for Christ as one of the greatest 
human spirits. Two of Shelley’s own most emphatic principles 
— namely, forgiveness of injuries, and the necessity of opposing 
brute force by spiritual resistance only — have always been 
too intensely Christian even for most professing Christians to 
achieve. In his mature poems when Shelley attacks Christian- 
ity he means only the human institution which has grown up 
around Christianity, and the actual practices in the name of 
Christianity which went on around him. The institption was 
in his eyes a vested interest, a collection of robber-priests who 
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exploited a vicious fable for their own selfish interests and 
mercilessly exterminated all enlightening" dissent\ Their Old 
Testament God seemed to him, as to Tom Paine "aha other revo- 
lutionists, an imaginary bloody tyrant whom they had set up 
to debase men’s minds to their own selfish ends. 

To an equal or almost equal extent Shelley hated political 
tyranny, or kingship, as he called it. Kings were drones and 
wastrels who supported luxurious establishments, corrupted 
morals, maintained favourites, built useless, extravagant monu- 
ments, constricted the lives and liberties of millions of people, 
and led them into murderous wars — merely to feed their own 
luxury or vanity. Kings and priests were almost invariably in 
alliance against true freedom. About them clustered a privi- 
leged class of money-lenders, traders, and military oflScers whose 
interests were practically identical with theirs. A whole system 
of corrupt customs had been built up by successive generations 
of these tyrannies; Custom itself, as an abstraction, was their 
ally. 

Various individual customs were tremendous shackles upon 
the natural rights of humanity. One of the most vicious of these 
was the system of finance and commerce, which promoted the 
taste for luxury, with ensuing depravities, and also caused un- 
necessary wantarrd misery. Another was the institution of mar- 
riage. r A system could not well have been devised more hostile 
to human happiness than marriage,” he declared. Yet he him- 
self married twice, contrary to his own creed, because he di^ 
not wish his principles to be the instrument of suffering to others. 
Marriage could have no binding moral force, he maintained, 
any loliger than both parties were happy within its bonds. Be- 
yond that point it became an intolerable tyranny. It was the 
principal reason for the degradations of prostitution and the 
generally en slaved state of women. 

All these ^ews appear most fully and vigorously in Queen 
Mab and its notes, but with less emphasis they are to be formd 
again and again in Shelley’s more mature poems, until his death. 
Obviously they are not at all unique; they are a quintessence of 
all the radicalisms of the later eighteenth century. Undoubt- 
edly in its earliest expressions Shelley’s radicalism laid far too 
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much stress on the evils inherent in institutions and too little 
on that inherent in the human nature which created the in- 
stitutions. His more mature poems corrected this error — but 
found the same institutions still evil. lEven in the early poems 
he emphasized the value of the positive virtues of frugality, 
benevolence, knowledge, courage, and endurance. A consider- 
able mass of testimony shows that he sought personally to ex- 
ercise them himself and encourage them in others. As ^ his 
knowledge and experience developed he tended more and more’ 
to perceive that the important thing was to stimulate the imagi- 
nation to perceive beauty and freedom for what it was, and to 
encourage the will-power to attain them through knowledge, 
hope, and endurance. He no lo nge r believed, like the psalmist, 

perceived that the final 
itself and could be van- 
“ It is our will,” he says 


that the ungodly are not soJHe now 
/drEadetuf evil"Was in the human mind 


^uish ed only by the enlightened will, 
several times'ur diflFerenFphfasin^ f 


It is our will 

That thus enchains us to permitted ill. 

^ STTeUey s steady opposition to violence in revolutionary 

( changes was based probably upon his conviction that vio- 
lence perpetuated the very vices upon which all injustice was 
ffounded. Like Wordsworth and Coleridge, he believed that the 
[partial disintegration of the French Revolution was due to the 
spirit of violence with which it was prosecuted. He also be- 
lieved, long before Gandhi, that no n-viol enc e was good r evo- 
lutionary tactics. Soldiers were hirelings, he maintained, but 
they were also men, who could not submerge altogether their 
|fellow-feeling with other men. By training they would shoot 
land stab whoever opposed or fled from them; but if faced by 
Ian imyielding, but non-violent opposition, they would pause 
Sug^^pk, and eventually come over to the peo ple.! 

^^■^Eelley s poetry represented^ an ideal, vi^nch hooped might 
be at least partly achieved, but only when and if men’s minds 
[■were ready for it. In some of his prose one may see that his 
of what was immediately to be recommended was quite 
erent He 'believed the su&age laws should be liberalized, 
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but not yet to the point of including women, or even all men. 

I Civil disabilities for religious reasons should be abolished at 
!once. Tithes should also be abolished. Like Cobbett, he be- 
lieved that the national debt had become an intolerable burden 
upon the people of England; it should be liquidated by an as- 
sessment on all the physical property in the island. The Union 
with Ireland should be repealed. Kingship should be retained 
imtil it w as possible to end it w ith out civi l warfare;^ On almost 
"any ot the moderate reforms that he thought immediately 
needed he professed himself ready to compromise, provided 
only enough reform were accomplished to keep alive the de- 
termination to achieve the others in time, without the bloodshed 
tl mt might nullify th eir value. Ji: ..L c'v < y i 

Shelley practised one form of .radicalism which he did not 
particularly seek to propagate. He believed that Custom al- 
fways degraded language and modes of expression just as it de- 
I based institutions and conduct. Words, like creeds, naturally 
j wore smooth and meaningless and lost their original brightness. 

' It was the function of poets to revitalize language as well as ) 
thoughts. With Shelley this was a common practice rather than 
^a mission. It took the form of unusual figures of speech, and 
I'the use of symbols for suggesting a meaning beyond the worn 
’literal meaning of words alone. Caves, veils, clauds. streams, 
l and b oats have gene rally a sym b olic me aning in Shelley. The 
I frequent charges of obscurity brought against such poems as 
Prometheus Unbound and Epipsychidion are partly due to this 
practice, the purpose of which Shelley never made quite clear. 
For the modem reader, who is much less inclined than Shelley’s 
contemporaries to use Pope as a poetic yardstick, the so-called 
obscurities of Shelley offer only incidental difiBculties; but even 
the modem reader does not fully recognize ^that they are a 
logical extension of Shelley’s general philosophy and are an ex- 
pression of A curious, consistent mental subtlety rather than of 

. gareless or cloudy thinkingj ' 

iFshould now be quite ^ar why Shelley was, of all the major 
English poetSj the one most hated and feared by conservative 
contemporary reviewers. These reviewers were no more stupid 
than most people are in a period of crisis and transition. During 
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the decade 1812-22, in which most of Shelley’s publishing oc- 
curred, English public journals were oppressed with ah ex- 
treme and justifiable fear, either of foreign invasion or of do- 
mestic revolution. Any attack upon settled institutions seerhed 
to increase the danger. There was more radicalism among 
gifted writers than ever before — the Poet Laureate sounded 
a public warning against them as the Satanic School. Most of 
these writers, however, as usual, were radical only in certain 
respects and conservative in others. Shelley alone was radical 
in his religious, social, economic, and political beliefs and also 
in his poetic technique. The remarkable thing is that under 
'“’fiifese circumstances Shelley was appreciated by practically as 
many journals as attacked him. 


I HAVE not yet discussed two of the most peculiar aspects of 
Shelley’s beliefs, which are under the surface pretty much the 
*.same — his worship of Intellectual Beauty and his philosophy 
W Love. Under the dominance of eighteenth-century material- 
istic philosophy Shelley’s god at the time he wrote Queen Mah 
was Necessity. This was simply the belief that an impersonal 
force called Necessity ruled all thought and action through a 
chain of consequences which led back to the first moment of 
time and prescribed everything irreyosaWy. Such a force left 
little scope for freedom of the will, which Shelley wished to 
assert at the same time; and it was too negative and impersonal 
for Shelley’s impulsive, sympathetic nature; By the time he 
wrote Alastor ( 1815) he was already searching for a more satis- 
factory deity. When he wrote his “Hymn to Intellectual 
Beauty” (June 30, 1816) he had found his goddess and had 
.named her Intellectual Beauty, which is about thl^ same thing 
as the Platonic ideal Beauty. Later Shelley often , called ,her 
L ove, but t he diflPerence is more in name than in nature. - 
Intellectual Beauty was to Shelley an ideal of beauty and 
sympathy capable of being dimly recognized by the mind, but 

5ver to*be seen except through various 
In his “ Hymn to Intellectual Beauty ” 
its practical remoteness and Its power: 
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Intellectual Beauty 

I The awful shadow of some unseen Power 

i Floats though unseen amongst us, — visiting 
This various world with an inconstant wing 
As summer winds that creep from flower to flower. 

This inconstant shadow of an unseen loveliness, he goes on to 
say, touches every human heart; but it also vanishes, and its 
absence causes human misery. If it could only be established 
firmly in the human heart, misery could be abolished, for even 
its fitful and veiled appearance is what “ Gives grace and truth 
to life’s unquiet dream.” All the efforts of sages and prophets 
have been vain attempts to understand why this spirit is so 
imperfectly in contact with the human spirit, which it could 
immortalize. The poem closes with a personal testimony of 
Shelley’s own blind groping for this spirit in boyhood and his 
passionate dedication in early youth to its service — one of the 
self-dedication passages to which I referred earlier. 

From this time on. Intellectual Beauty, or Love, is the god- 
dess whom Shelley’s poetry serves with a truly religious devo- 
tion. “The Sensitive Plant,” one of his best-known shorter 
poems, would tmdoubtedly seem to the casual reader to be only 
a beautiful picture of a garden which is radiant whfip the Lady 
who attends it is present, but loathsome with decay in her ab- 
sence. Possibly the picture is a little sentimental; it is certainly 
so if taken merely at face value. But the garden is really a little 
world, and its beautiful lady is really Intellectual Beauty. And 
within this little world is also the little personal world of the 
Sensitive Plant — the poet, including the poet Shelley, whose 
personal world had experienced both happiness and blight as 
he felt the spiritual companionship or the spiritual alienation — 
recently experienced — of Mary Shelley. 

Prometheus Unbound shows how the human mind, having 
achieved a victory over evil by “ Gentleness, virtue, wisdom 
and endiurance” while keeping alive the love of Intellectual 
Beauty through almost intolerable sufferings, crowns the victory 
by a union with this long-separated spirit. It might almost be 
regarded as a vast dramatic fulfilment of the faith expressed in 
the “ Hymn to Intellectual Beauty.” As Asia journeys to join 
Prometheus she is addressed by a Voice from the air in one of 
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Shelley’s most intense lyrics, in which she is hailed successively 
as the Life of Life, Child of Light, and Lamp of Earth, whose 
beauty makes the cold earth fire and is insupportable to human 
gaze unless veiled. 

Lamp of Earth! where’er thou movest 
Its dim shapes are clad with brightness. 

And the souls of whom thou lovest 
Walk upon the winds with lightness. 

Till they fail, as I am failing. 

Dizzy, lost, yet unbewailing! 

And when Prometheus greets her she is called: 

Asia, thou light of life. 

Shadow of beauty unbeheld 

— that is to say. Intellectual Beauty. 

About a year later Shelley could not resist a playful impulse 
to furnish Intellectual Beauty with a genealogy, a slight sense 
of mischief, and complete apparatus for taking her station as 
a new young goddess in the Graeco-Roman pantheon. The re- 
sult was his delicately beautiful poein “ The Witch of Atlas.” 
We cannot pause now to wander through its leisurely mazes; 
one stanza of description must suffice: 

For she was beautiful; her beauty made 

The bright world dim, and everything beside 
^'*^ 0 thft fleoting i m age of a shade; 

No thought of living spirit could abide,” 

Which to her looks had ever been betrayed. 

On any object in the world so wide. 

On any hope within the circling skies 
But on her form, and in her inmost eyes. 

Seeing which, the Lady wove for herself a magic veil, to shield 
men from the too great splendour of her beauty. 

In Adonais, which many critics agree with Shelley in regard- 
ing as his “ least imperfect poem,” Intellectual Beauty is the 
radiant force which alone remains unchanged in a world that 
Shelley had come to regard as not really very substantial or 
significant in the eye of Eternity: 
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The One remains, the many change and pass; 

Heaven’s light forever shines, Earth’s shadows fly; 

Life, like a dome of many-coloured glass, 

' Stains the white radiance of Eternity, 

and, two stanzas later, he returns to the characterization: 

That Light whose smile kindles the Universe, 

That Beauty in which all things work and move. 

That Benediction which the eclipsing Curse 
Of birth can quench not, that sustaining Love 
Which, through the web of being blindly wove 
By man and beast and earth and air and sea. 

Burns bright or dim, as each are mirrors of 
The fire for which all thirst, now beams on me 
Consuming the last clouds of cold mortality. 

A still more fervid description of Intellectual Beauty may be^ 
found in Epipsychidion. 

Two poems, Alastor ( written near the beginning of his career) 
and Epipsychidion ( written near its close ) , present Shelley as 
actually seeing this goddess in a vision. In the first the young 
poet who represents Shelley pursued the vision to the exclusion 
of all human love, and even to his death, without ever being 
able to clasp in actual life what was physically unattainable. In_ 
E pipsuchidion the same pursuit begins, but tiums into a search 
forahuman partner who should be the nearest approx imation 
to Tils cbncepflon of Intellectual Bea uty. In veiled language the ’ 
poem refers to several such episodes in Shelley’s life in which 
he had been invariably disappointed or disillusioned. Then, for 
one brief, almost insupportable moment, Shelley realizes the 
fulfilment of his vision in the beautiful Emilia Viviani. Never 
in all his poetry, and seldom in the whole range of English 
poetry, occur such impassioned declarations of love as abound 
in this poem. 

It might be interesting to pause here for a brief backward 
glance at the various women in whom Shelley thought at dif- 
ferent times be recognized the shadow of Intellectual Beauty. 
Harriet Grove, the beautiful, normal-minded cousin whom he 
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loved in youth and never quite ceased idealizing; Elizabeth 
Kitchener, the Sussex country school-teacher of libertarian 
views who became in Shelley’s words to her “ the sister of my 
soul ” and later, in his words about her, “ the Brown Demon,” 
and “ an ugly, hermaphroditical beast of a woman Mary God- 
win, the only instance, after the somewhat shadowy episode of 
Harriet Grove, where intellectual love and physical love coin- 
cided for a while; Emilia Viviani, who he soon after confessed 
had turned out to be a cloud rather than a Juno — their stories 
comprise no small portion of Shelley’s biography. There are 
two more whose idealizations were probably never quite com- 
plete in Shelley’s mind: Claire Clairmont, who deserted the pos- 
sibility of becoming Shelley’s spiritual mistress in order to be- 
come Byron’s physical one, and Jane Williams, to whom some 
of the most beautiful shorter lyrics of Shelley’s last months were 
written. A few months before the end of his life, in confessing 
his disillusion in Emilia Viviani, Shelley delivered his own 
mournful conclusion on such episodes: " I think one is always in 
love with some thing or o ther; the error, and I confess it not ea sy 
for spirits cased in tlesh and blood to avoid it, consists in seeking 
in a mortal image the likeness of whaFis perhaps et ernal .” * 
Many readers, critics, and biographers Have misunderstood 
Shelley through putting a false-c-onstruction upon these ideal- 
izations. It is indeed hard to read some of the most intense love- 
poetry ever written, as in Epipsychidion, and not construe it 
as one normally construes similar poetry that is far less im- 
passioned. But in this poem Shelley himself warns Emilia; 

To whatsoe’er of dull mortality 

Is mine, remain a vestal sister still. 

! The point was already understood between them, for as Shel- 
ley wrote the poem he had before him an essay by Emilia in 
which she expressed the same idea of love. It was an idea quite 
similar to that expressed by Plato, Dante, and Petrarch, all of 
whom Shelley greatly admired. In his much earlier correspond- 
ence with Elizabeth Kitchener, Shelley had made the same 
reservation. In a well-known lyric, addressed either to Emilia 
Viviani or jane Williams, he had said plainly: 

442 




1815 - 22 ] 


Shelleyan Love 


One word is too often profaned 
For me to profane it. 

One feeling too falsely disdained 
For thee to disdain it, 

concluding: 

I can give not what men call love. 

But wilt thou accept not 

The worship the heart lifts above 
And the Heavens reject not: 

The desire of the moth for the star. 

Of the night for the morrow, '' 

I The devotion to something afar 
^ * From the sphere of our sorrow? 

This is for most mortals — even for a Shelley — a dangerous 
distinction in love, but for Shelley it was a real one, as his words 
and conduct clearly testify. Harriet Shelley ( when he idealized 
Elizabeth Kitchener) and Mary Shelley (w'hen he idealized 
Emilia Viviani) both seem to have taken Shelley’s words at face 
value. 

If we now turn briefly to Shelley’s prose we may see more 
clearly what he meant by a word which he used almost seven 
h^ ^nrlrpifl t i mes in his poems. In his fragmentary essay ‘On 
Love ” he defines it as that ^powerful attraction toward all that 
we conceive, or feel, or hope, beyond ourselves . . . the bond 
and sanction which connects not only man with man, but with 
everything that exists.” In his “ Discourse on the Manners of 
the Ancients Relative to the Subject of Love ” he calls it “ a uni- 
iVersal thirst for a communion, not only of the senses, but of 
' our whole nature, intellectual, imaginative, and sensitive and 
in his “ Defence of Poetry ” as “ a going out of our own. nature, 
and an identification of ourselves with the beautiful which exists 
in thought, action, or person not our own.” 

The biological and sensational function of love was for Shel- . 
ley “ what men call love,” and is nowhere rejected by him; it 
was merely a diflFerent thing from spiritual love, on a far dif- 
ferent, and inferior, plane of living. As may be seen from his 
definitions, Shelleyan love was simply an intense longing for 
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I complete sympathy. The highest love between two human be- 
ings was their common perception, in each other, of the shadow 
of Intellectual Beauty and their common aspiration towai'd a 
^ore complete unity with Intellectual Beauty. The thirst for 
Intellectual Beauty and the desire to free oneself, and the world, 
(from evil and ignorance were really one and the same thing. 
VThat is why, in the “ Hymn to Intellectual Beauty,” Shelley 
describes his youthful awakening to a sense of mission as a de- 
votion to Intellectual Beauty, and in the prefatory poem to The 
Revolt of Islam describes it as the beginning of a crusade against 
tyranny. And that is why, in summarizing my impression of this 
unique personality, I have concentrated so largely on empha- 
sizing its truly amazing unity and consistency. 


How could this emphasis be true of a man whose biography 
furnishes so man}’ anecdotes of eccentric behaviour, a man who 
seemed to his intimates the victim of so many illusions, a man 
who was regarded by so many people in his youth as slightly 
crazy, who believed that his father wished to place him in an 
insane asylum, and who represented three of his palpably auto- 
biographical characters as passing through periods of madness? 

It is a commonplace which every layman will accept that 
madness, after all, is but an extreme variation from normal men- 
tality, and may be caused, among other things, by a subnormal 
or a supernormal capacity for emotional, sensational, and intel- 
lectual excitement. No one supposes that Shelley was sub- 
normal in these respects; but it can easily be shown that in all 
of them he was highly supernormal. It would be hard to find 
anywhere any more intense emotional sensitivity than one finds 
in Epipsychidion or “ Julian and Maddalo,” or some of Shelley’s 
early letters to Hogg or Elizabeth Hitchener. In “ Julian and 
Maddalo ” he speaks of himself as 

a nerve o’er which do creep 
The else unfelt oppressions of this earth. 

From a letter to William Godwin one glimpses the pathological 
extremes of physical sensation of which Shelley was capable, 
especially in ill health: 
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“ My feelings at intervals are of a deadly and torpid kind, or 
awakened to a state of such unnatural and keen excitement, 
that, only to instance the organ of sight, I find the very blades 
of grass and the boughs of distant trees present themselves to 
me with microscopical distinctness.” 

But it is the intensity of his mental reactions that is most 
remarkable. As a small boy he could read a poem once, and 
then repeat it. During the last year of his life his friend Tre- 
lawny once saw him standing in front of a mantelpiece reading 
a book, with his untasted breakfast or lunch on a plate beside 
the book. Returning hours later to dinner, Trelawny noticed 
that his friend’s position was exactly the same as before; and 
when he urged Shelley to come in to dinner, Shelley remarked 
absently that he had just finished his dinner, and pointed to 
the still untasted meal that Trelawny had observed earlier. 

This quality of utter absorption in what was going on in his 
mind was undoubtedly the cause of many of the odd incidents 
which Shelley’s friend Hogg told later simply as amusing anec- 
dotes. It is also very closely connected with the unusual sug- 
gestibility mentioned earlier. VA s a child he was constantly try- 
ing to re-create in his physical world the experiences he had 
encountered only in his world of reading or imagination. This 
is not unusual with highly imaginative children, but with Shel- 
ley it lasted throughout life. Those critics, like Francis Thomp- 
son, who have regarded Shelley as the Eternal Child were partly 
right. His direct manner of discussing, as remembered by yovmg 
Thornton Hunt, his confraternity with the Newton and Hunt 
children, his frequent disregard of conventional considerations, 
and the significant connections to be observed between his 
boyhood ideas and conduct and those of his later life, all argue 
that in his maturity Shelley retained far more of his childhood 
than is usual. Much of what is commonly called abnormal in 
Shelley is probably explicable on this basis. The only error in 
this point of view is the rather serious one that the “ child ” was 
at the same time an adult with an extremely subtle and com- 
prehending mind. 

Children are far more likely than adults to abolish convention 
and confound the actual world with a world of their own imagin- 
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ing^ If a child could read extensively and still “ imagine things,” 
he would draw many of his confusions of fact and reality from 
books, as Shelley did. Shelley’s elopement with Harriet West- 
brook rather closely resembles the conduct of the hero and 
heroine of a novel that Harriet had persuaded him to read only 
a week or two earher; at three separate times thereafter he 
seemed to be trying to walk in the very footsteps of Fleetwood, 
the hero of one of Godwin’s novels which he especially admired; 
at another time he seemed to have identified himself with God- 
win’s Caleb Williams to the extent of believing himself in dan- 
ger of assassination from a wholly imaginary pursuer. Fanny 
Imlay even accused him of acting or thinking from novels, and 
Alfred Boinville expressed a similar suggestion about Shelley’s 
elopement with Mary. His feeling of martyrdom was at times 
so strong that he told of three separate personal assaults that 
he had sustained in Keswick, at Tremadoc, and in Pisa. Of 
these assaults the first may possibly have occurred, though the 
neighbours doubted it; but the second and third were quite im- 
aginary. Yet Shelley believed for several years that he still suf- 
fered from an injury sustained in one of these imaginary as- 
saults, which were for him more real than physical facts.fi^o| 
“Iman,^ iMary Shelley once remarked with great insight, “ had', 
^ such keen sensations as Shelley. His nervous temperament was 
wound up by the delicacy of his health to an intense degree of 
f sensibility, and while his active mind pondered for ever upon, 
and drew conclusions from his sensations, his reveries increased 
their vivacity till they mingled wMi, and made one with thought, 
and both became absorbing and tumultuous, even to physical 

"‘"“'Sne of Shelley’s autobiographical characters, the Madman in 
“ Julian and Maddalo,” speaks of his acknowledged ability to 
see the absent as though present. In actual life Shelley thought 
he saw Claire Clairmont’s dead daughter alive again, and he 
thought he encountered himself, or, as we should say today, 
his own astral body. He must have talked of these delusions 
more often and convincingly than the records show, for his 
friend Jane Williams was sure that she too had seen Shelley’s 
astral body when his physical body was elsewhere; and after 
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his death Mrs. Leigh Hunt was sure that she received visits 
from him. 

All these projections of purely mental phenomena into the 
world of physical reality show that Shelley’s mental world was 
from the first so intense that it sometimes abolished his physical 
world. It is the prop er background for a view of his consciom 
philoso phy of re ality and unre^ity. InTiis youth and early man- 
hood, dominated as his philosophy then was by eighteenth- 
century rationalism, he not only accepted physical reality for 
what it seemed to be, but made the physical senses the test of 
truth, as in his pamphlet misnamed The Necessity of Atheism. 
When, at the age of twenty, he first became acquainted with 
Berkeley’s philosophy of immaterialism, he definitely rejected 
it. But by his twenty-fifth year he was a convert to Berkeley, a 
change doubtless made easier by his recent admiration for Plato. 
This change practically coincided with the first appearance of 
his idea of Intellectual Beauty, which might otherwise have 
been diflBcult. Thereafter the world of so-called physical real- 
ities became less and less real for Shelley. In “ The Sensitive 
Plant ” he concluded that all the phenom ena of the garden might 
well be only false creations of the mindr|Life itself, he suggested 
in Adonais, was a distorti on of reality ; o nly th ejead. are alike, 
and the alive are really dead : 


Tis we, who, lost in stormy vision keep 

With phantoms an unprofitable strife 

And in mad trance, strike with our spirit’s knife 

Invulnerable nothings. 



i Even time, in the human sense of past, present, and future, he 
[suggests in Hellas, is a false notion. The only true Greece is not 
the Greece struggling at the moment for independence,, but the 
I Greece that exists in men’s minds as an idea, of which the past 
I and the future are as much a part as the present. 

At every stage of such explanations as these we must remind 
ourselves that life is infinitely more complicated than the ra- 
tionalizer ever supposes. Every act and utterance of Shelley’s 
mature life which may be significantly connected with his boy- 
hood ran, between its two termini, a gauntlet of influences set 
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up by external events and by an extremely large acquaintance 
with books that were read with unusual intelligence, imagina- 
tion, and memory. Thus the passage I have just quoted from 
Adonais may in one sense be regarded as made up entirely of 
three literary influences — Petrarch’s assertion, in his Triumphs, 
that the dead are alive and the living are dead, Socrates’s iden- 
tical assertion in Plato’s Gorgias, and the air-drawn dagger scene 
in Macbeth. The passage in Hellas next mentioned might be re- 
garded as a combination of Prospero’s finest speech in The Tem- 
pest and Calderon’s Life Is a Dream. The hands of Spenser, 
Milton, Keats, and Forteguerri may all be seen in “ The Witch 
of Atlas,” which was written almost impromptu and is a thor- 
oughly Shelleyan poem. But in most such cases the established 
bent is more important than the literary “ influence ” and gen- 
erally even dictates its choice. After his direction was deter- 
mined Shelley was as unlikely to be deflected by literary influ- 
ences as he was to be deeply influenced by any of his friends. 
And it is a fact that none of the several people who were influ- 
enced by Shelley ever really influenced him counter to his 
established course. 

The preceding comments on Shelley’s philosophy and pecul- 
iar mental qualities have led us some distance from the point 
lat which they started: namely, the relation of Shelley’s ex- 
[traordinary sensational, emotional, and intellectual sensitivity 
to the question of insanity. It was Shelley’s consciousness of 
this intensity that made him speak of himself as having already 
lived a hundred years; it is the reader’s consciousness of it that 
makes it so hard for him to realize as he reads that this ex- 
traordinary young man was not quite thirty when he died. Re- 
turning now to the point of departure, one can readily perceive 
that without being insane Shelley might easily enough have 
caused various casual, unimaginative observers of his youth to 
beheve him so. One might go to the other extreme and suggest 
the paradox that such a highly penetrating and sympathetic 
intelligence, when functioning in balance, might well make the 
so-called normal mind appear insane by comparison. Such a 
mind, however, would obviously have greater trouble than the 
normal mind in preserving its sanity. Tom Medwin, the only 
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writer about Shelley who was with him both in his boyhood and 
in his last years, said that throughout his whole life Shelley was 
on the brink of insanity. Such a person might easily be pushed 
over the brink by an attack of ill health or by a great emotional 
shock. I am inclined to think that this may actually have hap- 
pened to Shelley for very brief periods at two or three times 
in his life — that Shelley may have been in the very shadow of 
such a period when he wrote “ Julian and Maddalo ” and pos- 
sibly just before he eloped with Mary Godwin. Beyond this, 
however, the testimony of his acquaintances and the evidence 
' of his works is overwhelming. They show that he possessed one 
of the most subtly penetrating minds of his age, and that it was , 
usually very justly balanced. 

The same considerations that illuminate Shelley’s supposed 
occasional insanity may be brought to bear upon the question 
I of his truthfulness. ICodwin asserted bitterly that Shelley had a 
I peculiar genius foi» falsehood, while Leigh Hunt thought him 
I extraordinarily, almost uniquely truthful. The antagonistic J. 
Cordy Jeaffreson devoted a chapter of his biography to a rather 
indiscriminate presentation of Shelley’s “lies.” That Shelley 
falsely accused Harriet in order to ensure Mary’s elopement 
seems incontrovertible, and it is also clear that he made in at 
least three legal documents statements that no normal-minded 
person could make without knowing them to be false. But how 
certain can one be that they seemed lies to Shelley at the time? 
Before his elopement with Mary he was, according to two wit- 
nesses, so distraught that he can hardly be held accountable for 
(knowing what he said. His various “ delusions ” cannot have 
/been both lies and delusions. It is quite possible that Shelley 
[regarded his legal lies as not culpable, since they injured no 
one and were necessary to purposes that were in themselves 
laudable. And it is also clearly evident that such a mind as 
Shelley’s was capable of seeing some lies as the truth, merely 
because in his own view they had to be true. If so, he may 
have been Jesuitical or casuistic, but not necessarily insincere. 
Beatrice’s false denial of her guilt in The Cenci, apparently with ■ 
Shelley’s approval, and for no dramatic purpose, is significant. 
She might ahnost be thought to believe her own denial, because 
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(as Leigh Hunt suggested) to admit the parricide, in the con- 
struction that society put upon it, was to her the only real lie. 


Difficult as it is to reach satisfying conclusions about so com- 
plicated a personality as Shelley’s, it is even more difficult to 
explain the miracle of Shelley’s greatness as a poet. We can per- 
c eive that he s tudied diligently to be a poet and ^plfed con- 
pantly to that purpo se a fine mind and memory, Sftd'exfr^el^ 
^btle ana intense emotional and physical sensibilities — bvd: 
othe rs have done the same without becomin|| great poets. If 
we have discerned a poet’s purpose, leading ideas, and domi- 
nant emotions, w^may still be far short of perceiving what gives 
them compelling' power in his poems. Even the maddesF 
prophe^coul^ not have foretold that Poefrt/ by Victor and 
(Ja^e, one of the poorest volumes of juvenilia ever publTshedby 
^fearj5o | ^ , Vould lead in nine years to Prometheus Unbound. 
"N^rcouidT even a Coleridge tell how it led there. Eveff^^l®^ 
knew, the same inadequacy of words which so many poets have 
sought to circumvent would come between him and his object. 
Probably that is why the greatest poetry, simply as poetry, is 
generally degraded by prose exposition, and will speak only 
directly to the reader. And that must be my excuse for having 
said little either in this biography or in this concluding chapter 
about Shelley’s greatness as a poetic artist, though I have pur- 
posely quoted many passages which assert this fact more con- 
vincingly than any attempted exposition could do. 

A few generalizations may be hazarded, however, as an indi- 
cation of the range and effectiveness of Shelley’s poetic powers. 
[T hough he furnishes numerous c olourful and picturesque de- 
scriptions, he offers few if an)rnatui^I scenes in "which the 
reader can feel as much at home as in many that are to be found 
in the poems of Wordsworth or Keats. And yet his unpreten- 
tious, unfinished “Evening: Ponte al Mare, Pisa,” instantly 
springs to mind as an exception. His poems contain many iso- 
lated fine and just perceptions of natural beauty — which may 
ibe matched easily enough, however, among the other great Eng- 
[lish poets. AloQe-i«a^g.h is compeers he emphasiTiPg bpgnty nf 
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s easo n al or der and change as a symbol of the naturalness and 
inevi tability o f revolution in men’s minds and_inlhe social order. 

I Sometimes, as in “ To a Skylark,” “ The Cloud,” and t he address 
t o spring in Prometheus Unbound, it is the beauty or fitness 
oi^ the rhythm, as much as the words themselves, that accom- 
plishes the desired effect. 

Shelley’s range of effe ctive rhy^rns. even in Prometheus Un - 1 
bound alone, is greater than that of most English poets. The 
fitness of these rhythms to the suggestion they are meant to 
convey is often extraordinary. S mce th e^days of Dryden, for ex- 
ample,-thfi,£v£-^tres.s couplet had been primarily a medium for 
Jntellectual verse. Leigh Hunt and Keats had recently loosened 
its structure and made it a vehicle of sensuous description and 
familiar poetry. In his “ Letter to Maria Gisborne ” Shelley used 
it for familiar purposes better than Hunt or Keats, principally 
by improving the dignity of its diction. Some of the rejected 
passages for Epipsychidion show that this later poem was prob- 
ably begun in a similar tone. But before it was finished Shelley 
had converted to a new use what was formerly one of the cold- 
est and most controlled, and latterly one of the loosest, least 
dignified forms of English verse by making it a perfectly fit 
vehicle of intense personal emotion. In “ With a Guitar: To 
Jane,” which is based upon a whimsical parallelism with The 
Tempest, he took the verse-form of Shakespeare’s Epilogue and 
modified its tone to suit the graceful tenderness of his conceit. 
So firmly fixed a verse-form as terza rima had been skilfully used 
by Shelley in his unfinished “ Prince Athanase,” but when he 
came to write his “ Ode to the West Wind ” he modified it boldly 
into a stanza form in which concluding couplets, conventionally 
used to establish a full stop, became a device for increasing sus- 
pense and cumulative fore?. Since Spenser’s day many English 
poets had put his famous stanza to a variety of uses. In Loon 
and Cythna Shelle y had u s ed it with success, but without par- 
ticular originality. {in “ Tbe WitcETof Adas,^’ however’, Tre ca]^' 
tmres the deliberate pace and rich music and colour of Spenser’s 
stanza and mixes it with other ingredients, but in ottava rima — 
and within less than a year he was writing Spenser’s stanza in 
Adonais with a flavour far more Miltonic than Spenserian, but 
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predominantly his own. His blank verse alone ranges from the 
vigorous, somewhat plain directness of Queen Mab, through 
the flexible, quasi-Miltonic harmonies of Alastor and the 
Vliltonic grandeur and power of Prometheus Unbound, to 
he purely objective Shakespearian-Websterian quality of The 

Tshelley’s notebooks, with their many fragments of unfinished 
verse, offer me no significant light as to the origin and develop- 
ment of his wonderful metrical power. Any-xeadet can- feel 
qualities in Shelley’s rhythms which he is at a loss to duplicate 
in earlier English poetry. I can only suggest, as a weak guess, 
that some of it comes direct from music. Among the pleasures 
which he keenly enjoyed were opera and the singing of Claire 
Clairmont, Sophia Stacey, and Jane Williams. In every case this 
singing stimulated him to poetry, so that it might be reasonable 
to suppose that the poems retained some of the quality of their 
stimulus, t’he music of Prometheus Unbound, considered as a 
whole, has always seemed to me more like that of an opera than 
a long poem. The “ Ode to the West Wind ” has a sustained 
harmony that sterns to me primarily more orchestral than poetic. 
I can never read “To Jane: ‘The keen stars are twinkling’” 
without hearing the notes of Jane’s guitar in the delicate, xm- 
usual music of the stanzas. Similarly there is a quality — per- 
haps the sure sense of knowing when and how to break the regu- 
lar rhythm of set verse-forms — that reminds me of music in 
such short poem^ as the “ Indian Serenade,” “ Hymn of Pan,” 
“ To Night,” " A Eament,” and others. If it is bfit a wild sugges- 
tion that music was a part of the origin of many of Shel l ey’s most 
’ Admired shorter lyrics, there is at least no guess-work as to how 
such poems have affected musicians. Between forty and fifty 
of Shelley’s poems were set to music by Victorian composers. 

Shell gy’s sense of stru ctvure was oftei^nota bly i nferior to his 
genius for versft-harmony. L oon andTCythna is certainI)ruidiF 
ferently planned and proportioned. It might even be questioned 
whether the fourth act of Prometheus Unbound — save for the 
final speech and the lines leading up to it — was altogoither 
well advised. A severe critic might find slight flaws of pr<^or- 
tion and emphasis in Adohais, regarded by Shelley as his “ ^ast 
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imperfect ” poem. Epipsychidion is thrown out of perfect bal- 
ance and proportion by the account of an imaginary elopement 
which contains signs of having been attached to a poem already 
finished. The charge of disproportion against “ Julian and Mad- 
dalo,” however, is principally the result of failure to understand 
its real meaning. And few poems, if any, have ever been written 
with a finer sense of structure than the “ Ode to the West Wind. 

The most characteristic and at the same time the most ap- 
pealing qualities of Shelley’s poetry seem to me to be its_pfi- 
culiar intensity, its unique sense of loneliness, and its superb 
faithln human destiny. T he inte nsity is. a large element in its 
persuasive power; combined with Shelley s music, it makes him 
one of the most hypnotic of English poets. The-sense_pf loneli- 
ness voices the feeling which no sensitive person can always 
entirely escape,, of the utter isolation of his own personality. 
These two traits, mainly, were sufficient to make him a great 
poet in the eyes of generations that could ignore or belittle his 
faith in human destiny and his courageous self-dedication to 
orlvtinppTnpnt nf human freedom. /It was well for him that 
he could be exalted on these~traits alone. But die last quaUty 
is his greatest glory. For if the future which we now face has 
in store a period of repressive reaction, Shelley’s will be one of 
the voices to inspire the inevitable rebels. If we are, on the 
other hand, to improve upon the jwesenLstate ofjreedom and 
qustice, some of our reformers will t urn t o Shelley, not fo^ 
Ispecific program, but for inspiration. ^Mo re persuasivelyThan 
fany other English poet, Shelley voices^! desire for social jus; 
‘ tice -which will perhaps never be fully satisfied and which it 
is hard to think can ever be extinguished - — — 
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APPENDIX I 


UNPUBLISHED OR UNCOLLECTED LETTERS BY 
SHELLEY, WITH ONE BY HARRIET SHELLEY 


Some twenty or thirty letters by Shelley listed in sales records 
and catalogues have never been published. Of these I have 
been able to locate only those here printed, with the following 
exceptions: 

1. Shelley to William Godwin, postmarked November 13, 
1816. The text is to be found in Mr. Seymour de Ricci s Bibliog- 
raphy of Shelleys Letters ( Paris, 1927 ) , 85. It evidently seemed 
doubtful to the editors of the Julian edition, who omitted it. 
It was once offered for sale (Anderson Art Galleries, Decem- 
ber 9, 1909) as “ possibly a forgery.” Without having seen the 
MS., I feel certain on internal evidence that the letter is not 
Shelleys. 

2. Shelley to T. J. Hogg, October 22, 1821. Bodleian Library, 
MS. Shelley Adds d. 4. This letter was to have been published 
here but was omitted when I found that it had been previously 
published in R. Brimley- Johnson: Shelley-Leigh Hunt (Lon- 
don, 1928 ) 333-5. I understand that it is also to be included 
in Professor George Stuart Gordon’s forthcoming Shelley Let- 
ters. 

1 

TO EDWARD FERGUS GRAHAM 

LONDON 


Field Place, near 
Horsham, Sussex 

My dear Graham 

My father arrived to day, I have as yet had no opportunity 
of conversing on money matters but when I do you may depend 
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on the 5io. I enclose you 3£ more, but that is to do a commis- 
sion for me. — It is to get the octavo edition of the Lady of the 
Lake — the cheapest edition of Locke on the Human Under- 
standing, of a Leonora such as Elisabeth has — then [these?] I 
wish you to send to 

Miss Harriet Grove 
Fern 
Salisbury 
Wiltshire — . 

Now, you know, dear Graham, that as this is to Harriet the 
sooner you send it the better. In a day or two I shall have the 
pleasure of sending [?] 5£.. Philipps the Horsham printer has 
undertaken our poetry, — 1500 copies are to be taken off but I 
shall have to write to you again on tliat subject 
Meanwhile I remain 

Your most affectionate 
friend 

Percy B. Shelley 

Saturday Night 

[?] Pray write when you have performed my commission — I 
dont tell my mother or they would quiz me — . 


[addressed:] 

Edward Fergus Graham, Esq. 
29 Vine Street 

Piccadilly, London 
[On the reverse:] 

After John’s [we . . . ?] I 
[medicine?] 
[and below] 

I hope you will be [better?] 


[postmarked:] 
Aug. 13, 1810 
[Shelley seed 
almost irUact] 


Owned in September 1935 by Arthur Pforzheimer, 26 East Fifty- 
sixth Street, New York City, and printed here with his permission. 

Listed in De Ricci: Bibliography of Shelley’s Letters, 90: " John 
Davies' sale (9 September 1851, p. 20, n. 235) 11 sh. to Lidstone.” 
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2 

TO JOHN WILLIAMS 

YNYS TOWN 

Dear Sir 

I had understood until this moment that I was your creditor 
for the Coals you were so good as to procure for me. I am just 
undeceived and not having a sixpence of ready money am 
placed in a most awkward situation by the mistake. 

I write, earnestly to request that you would satisfy the man 
for the present. I think you ought to have made me acquainted 
with the real state of the business at first, knowing the economy 
of my aflFairs. 

Yours [servant?] 

P. B. Shelley 

[undated and without 

POSTMARK; ADDRESSED TO:] [ENDORSED ON BACK:] 

Mr. John Williams Mr. Shelley, Deer 

Ynys Town 4th 1812 

Owned in September 1935 by Gabriel Wells, 145 West Fifty- 
seventh Street, New York City, and printed here with his permission. 

Listed in De Ricci: Bibliography of Shelley’s Letters, 281 : “ Charles 
W. Frederickson’s sale (New York, 24 May 1897, p. 218, n. 2310) 
$21 to Haines.” It had been previously sold at Sotheby’s, July 16, 
1894, and was last sold at the Miller sale, American Art Association, 
December 5, 1934. Julian Works, IX, 26, note, quotes a sentence 
from the Frederickson Catalogue, and states that the letter is dated 
Dec. 4, 1812, and is addressed to Ynys Towyn. 

3 

SIX LINES OF AN UNDATED LETTER 

Mr. Shelley would [3 or 4 words cut off at top] favour if, par- 
ticularly during his stay in town, the printer could be urged to 
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expedition. The printing is remarkably accurate, and a revise 
will only be required when there shall happen to be made any 
considerable corrections of language. 

Fragment owned in September 1935 by Gabriel Wells, 145 West 
Fifty-seventh Street, 'New York City, and printed here with his per- 
mission. Last sold at the Conway sale, American Art Association, 
December 16, 17, 1929. 


4 

TO THOMAS LOVE PEACOCK 


Geneva 
May 15, 1816 

My dear Peacock 

After a journey of ten days, we arrived at Geneva. The jour- 
ney like that of life was variegated with intermingled rain and 
sunshine, though these many showers were to me as you well 
know, April showers, quickly passing away, and foretelling the 
cahn brightness of summer — 

The journey was in some respects exceedingly delightful but 
the prudential considerations arising out of the necessity of 
preventing delay the continual attention to pecuniary disburse- 
ments, detract terribly from the pleasure of all travelling 
schemes. 

The manners of the French are interesting, although less at- 
tractive, at least to an Englishman than before. The discontent 
and sullenness of their minds perpetually betrays itself. I de- 
spise this nation so much the less [MS. illegible] and well fit 
for slavery as it is because it has learned to wear its chains with 
smiles of sycophantic gratitude. The best thing would be that 
they should love and practice true liberty, — but it is well that 
the vilest servitude can extract one murmur. 

You live by tljl^ shore tjf a tranquil stream among low and 
woody hills. You live in a free coimtry, where you may act 
without restraint, and possess that which you possess in se- 
curity; and so long as the name of country and the selfish con- 
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ceptions which it includes shall subsist, England, I am per- 
suaded, is the most free and the most refined. 

Perhaps you have chosen wisely. But if I return and f'^how 
your example, it will be no subject of regret to me that I have 
seen other things. Surely there is much of bad and much of 
good, there is much to disgust, and much to elevate, which 
he will never feel or know who has never passed the limits of 
his native land. 

So long as man is such as he now is, the experience of which 
I speak will never teach him to despise the country of his 
birth — far otherwise, like Wordsworth, he will never know 
what love subsist[s] between himself and it until absence shall 
have made its beauty heartfelt; our poets and our philosophers, 
our moimtains and our lakes, the rural lanes and fields which 
are ours so especially are ties which, until I become utterly 
senseless, can never be broken asunder. 

These, and the memory of them, if I never should return, 
these and the affections of the mind, with which, having once 
been xmited, they are inseparably united, will make the name 
of England, my country, dear to me for ever, even if I should 
permanently return to it no more. Yes, they constitute my 
country, and are the general coin [?] under which all that is so 
dear to me in that thought must be vitally comprehended. 

But I suppose you did not pay the postage of this letter in the 
imagination that you would hear nothing but sentimental gos- 
sip. But I fear it will be long before I shall play the tourist deftly 
I will, however, tell you that to come to Geneva we have crossed 
the Jura branch of the Alps. 

The mere difficulties of horses and high bills and postillions 
and cheating, lying aubergistes, you can easily conceive. Fill 
up this part of the picture according to your own experience, 
and it cannot fail to resemble. 

The mountains of Jura are a very high ridge of Alps. They 
exhibit scenery of wonderful sublimity. Pine forests of impene- 
trable thickness, and untrodden, nay, inaccessible expanse, 
spread on every side. Sometimes descending, they follow the 
route into the valleys, clothing the precipitous rocks, and strug- 
gling with knotted roots between the most barren clefts. Some- 
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times the route winds on high into the regions of frost, and there 
these forests become scantier and are loaded with the snow. 

The trees in these regions are incredibly large, but stand in 
scattered clumps in the white wilderness. Never was scene 
more awfully desolate than that which we passed on the eve- 
ning of our last day’s journey. 

The natural silence of that uninhabited desert contrasted 
strangely with the voices of the people who conducted us. For 
it was necessary in this part of the mountain to take a nmnber 
of persons, who should assist the horses to force the chaise 
through the snow, and prevent it from falling down the preci- 
pice. 

We are now at Geneva, where, or in the neighbourhood, we 
shall remain probably until the autinnn. I shall return almost 
immediately, within a fortnight or three weeks, to attend to 
the last exertions which L[ongdill] is to make for the settlement 
of my affairs; of course I shall then see you; in the meantime it 
will interest me to hear all that you have to tell of yourself. 

Mary is engaged in writing or she would have written in 
Latin a language that will not express my thoughts. I do not 
require you to imitate what doubtless you will consider an inex- 
cusable piece of barbarism in me. 

Very truly your friend 

P. B. Shelley 

Original in the Harvard Library Poetry Room. Published by per- 
mission. This letter was first published by Peacock in his Memoirs, 
and all subsequent publications have used Peacock’s text. This text 
is so seriously erratic and incomplete that the letter is here accurately 
printed for the first time. 
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TO BROOKES, ESQ., BANKER 

CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


Bath, December 4, 18[16]. 


I have taken the liberty of referring a person, to whom it is 
essential to me that I should afford evidence of my respectabil- 
ity and identity to you, for that information. 

It is only necessary to state, that you know me, as the eldest 
son of Sir Timothy Shelley, and as keeping such and such pe- 
cuniary accounts at your house. 

In complying with this request, you would exceedingly oblige. 
Sir, Your very obedient and humble Servt, 

r , Percy Bysshe Shelley, 

[postmarked;] 

Bath, Dec. 4 

[and] E, Dec. 5, 1816 

[addressed:] [endorsed:] 

Brookes, Esq'', Banker P. B. Shelley 

Chancery Lane 4 Decbr 1816. 

London. 

Original in the Bodleian Library, MS. Shelley Adds. d. 4. Pub- 
lished by permission. Not listed by De Ricci. 


6 

TO LORD BYRON 

My dear Lord B, 

I am so dreadfully sleepy that I cannot come tonight. Will 
you have the goodness to send us — the “ Fudge Family ” the 
“ Quarterly ” and my Plato , . . 

Truthfully [Gratefully?] Yours 
P. B. Shelley. 


Between sleep and awake 
Oct. 17. 1818. 
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Shelley to Cane & Sherborne 


[no postmark.] 

[addressed: ] 

Right Hon-Lord Byron 
Casa Nova Mocenigo. 

From a photograph of the original MS. published in the catalogue 
of Roderick Terry sale (American Art Association and Anderson 
Galleries) New York, May 2-3, 1934. Since that date the MS. has 
been owned by Mr. W. T. H. Howe. Not listed by De Ricci. 

7 

TO CANE & SHERBORNE 

LONDON 


Marlow, 

Feb. 28, 1817. 

Gentlemen 

On my arrival at Marlow, I have received your letter dated 
Jany. 31 — and beg to inform you that when I come to London 
( certainly within a fortnight ) I will call on you on the subject — 

Your obed. Servant 

Percy B Shelley 

[postmarked:] 
MARLOW 
[and] 

C 

1 MRl 
1817 

Owned by the Hispanic Society of America, 156th Street, New 
York City, and printed with its permission. 

Listed in De Ricci: Bibliography of Shelley’s Letters, 289. The 
two entries of letters dated Feb. 28, 1817 probably refer to this let- 
ter, as De Ricci suggests. De Ricci’s sales record: " Robert Cole’s 
sale (29 July 1861, 1, p. 144, n. 1132) 11 sh. to Stamp.” “ Offered for 
£125 (with the other autograph below) by Pearson, Catalogue of 
a superb collection of holograph manuscripts . . . [about 1918], 
p. 135, n. 193 and sold to the Library of the Hispanic Society, New 
York.” 


[addressed:] 

Messrs. Cane & Sherborne 
185 Strand 
London 
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8 

TO C. AND J. OLLIER 

Marlow, July 24, 1817. 

Dear Sir 

Be so good as to send me “ Tasso’s Lament ” a poem just pub- 
lished; and Taylors Translation of Pausanias. You will oblige 
me by sending them without delay, as I have immediate need 
for them. — 

Your obliged and faithful Svt 

P. B. Shelley. 

P.S. I have desired a parcel for me to be sent to your House; 
which you will have the goodness to enclose with the books. 

[addressed:] [postmarked:] 

Mess. Ollier — Booksellers MARLOW 

31 Welbeck St. [and] 

London C 

2517 25 
1817 

Owned by the Maine Historical Society, Portland, Maine, and 
printed with its permission. 

Listed in De Ricci: Bibliography of Shelley’s Letters, 289: “ Lewis 
J. Cist’s sale (New York, 5 October 1886, 1, pp. 262-263, n. 2869).” 
The addressee is not identified in De Ricci. 


9 

TO HAYWARD 

LONDON 


Pisa, Aug. 27, 1820. 

Dear Sir 

I should be exceedingly obliged to you, for an exact account 
of the state of my debt, upon the annviity granted by me to your 
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client Mr. . the interest of which is now due for more than 

two years; that is the exact amount of the entire sum, principal 
and interest, now due. — 

I am, sir. 

Your obliged Servant 

Percy B. Shelley 

[postmarked:] 
FPO -Se- 1820 
Pisa [stamped or 
engrossed in upper 
right-hand corner] 

[endorsed on back:] 
“August 17, 1820, 
from Mr. Shelley." 

Owned by the Massachusetts Historical Society, 1154 Boylston 
Street, Boston, Mass., and printed with its permission. 

Not listed in De Ricci: Bibliography of Shelley’s Letters. One of 
a number of autograph letters collected by the Reverend Robert 
Cassie Waterston and bequeathed to the Massachusetts Historical 
Society. Received by the society in November 1899. 


[addressed:] 

— Hayward, Esq. 
Solicitor 
Tooke’s Court 
Chancery Lane 
London 
Angleterre. 


10 

TO C. OLLIER 

LONDON 


Pisa, Oc. 11, 1821. 

Dear Sir 

I forgot the other day to inclose the corrections of Adonais. 
My dramatic poem called “ Hellas ” will soon be ready — 
you may advertise it, and as the subject is in a certain degree 
of a transitory nature, I send it you, instead of printing it here, 
in the full confidence that you will at my request not delay to 
send it to the press. It is short and Aeschylean. 

How is Adonais liked? I should be glad to see what the re- 
views may say — having attacked them. 
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Expect Charles the 1st or Troilus and Cressida in the spring 
— If I had had notice of Hunt’s coming I should have wished 
you to have given him several books for me to bring out — 
Should this letter be yet in time send me by him if they are not 
included in the box any of my list that I should like to receive 
before the others. Exercise your own discretion in sending me 
a few books (not like the poetical decameron) — and include 
Mill’s India. 

Dear Sir — Your most obliged Svt. 

Percy B. Shelley 

[addressed] [postmarked:] 

Messrs Ollier, Booksellers Pisa 

Vere Street [and\ 

Bond Street F. P. O. Oct. 27, 1821. 

London 

Angleterre. 

Owned by the Henry E. Huntington Library and Art Gallery, 
San Marino, California, and printed here with its permission. 

Listed in De Ricci: Bibliography of Shelley’s Letters, 202, with 
the query: “ Is this letter of unquestionable authenticity? ” De Ricci 
gives no sale record. 

The letter bears a seal and the paper is watermarked with a 
flowering plant in a pot. The only reason I can see for Mr. De 
Ricci’s query is the absence of a history. The Huntington Library 
possesses no history for the letter beyond the fact that it was in the 
library before 1925. All the other evidence seems to me to furnish 
adequate authentication. The request for Mill’s India comes at a 
time when Shelley was hoping Peacock might secure him an ap- 
pointment there. 


11 

HARRIET SHELLEY TO JOHN WILLIAMS 


My dear Sir 

I have received the Boxes safe and am much indebted to you 
for them — How is poor dear Mr. Nanney is he at Gwynfryn 
tell him if there I will come and see him. This is the least 1 
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can do for his kindness to us and help to cheer his spirits in 
hopes of hearing from you soon I remain 

Yours truly 

H Shelley 

April 14th 
23 Chapel St. 

[postmabked: ] 

BAP 14 


[addressed:] 

Mr. John Williams 
Innys Towynn 
Tremadoc 

Carnarvonshire, North Wales. 


[endorsed:] 
Mrs. Shelley 
14th April, 1815. 


From MS. Shelley Adds d. 4, in the Bodleian Library, by permis- 
sion. 
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LETTERS TO SHELLEY AND MARY 


There are in Shelley and Mary a number of letters to the Shel- 
leys still unpublished, principally letters from Horace Smith, 
William Godwin, Charles Clairmont, and Mr. and Mrs. Gis- 
borne. There is scarcely space to include these letters in an 
appendix to this volume; moreover Shelley and Mary itself is 
now accessible in five public or semi-public libraries in England 
and America, counting a photostatic copy in the Library of 
Congress. It is to be hoped that some day its journal and unpub- 
lished letters will be published. I have made an exception in 
publishing the letters of Emilia Viviani because it was in some 
cases possible to correct and augment the incomplete versions 
given in Shelley and Mary and because they have hitherto been 
translated only in part. 

The Marchesa Enrica Viviani Della Robbia, a descendant of 
a collateral branch of Emilia Viviani’s family, who has written 
a life of Shelley’s Emilia entitled Vita di una Donna (Florence, 
1936), has very graciously translated for me all letters and 
portions of letters not translated in Professor Dowden’s biog- 
raphy of Shelley. The present translations, therefore, are com- 
posite translations by Professor Dowden and the Marchesa 
Enrica Viviani Della Robbia, except in those letters ignored 
completely by Professor Dowden and except in two cases where 
an oversight has resulted in my own responsibility for the 
translation of the last two paragraphs of letter 12 (with the 
very useful assistance of Mr. Creighton Gilbert) and the whole 
of letter 16. 

The present collection of Emilia’s letters is still doubtless in- 
complete, as are also some of the individual letters. But it is 
more complete than any other, on account of the fact that the 
letters furnished to the Marchesa Enrica Viviani Della Robbia 
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Emilia Viviani to Shelley 


for her Vita di una Donna by Sir John C. E. Shelley-Rolls are 
not identical with those printed in Shelley and Mary, but in 
some cases supplement and in some cases are supplemented by 
the Shelley and Mary texts. One letter in Shelley and Mary 
does not occur in Vita di una Donna and two letters in the latter 
do not occur in the former. 


1 

EMILIA VIVIANI TO SHELLEY 
To my good Friend Percy. 

December 10, 1820. 

My Dear Brother, 

Your courteous attentions overwhelm me, for I know that in 
no wise do I deserve them. Beside the trouble Claire takes to 
teach me your native tongue, you give me books! O my good, 
my dear friend! How can I prove to you my gratitude and make 
a return for your favours? My situation prevents me from doing 
this, notwithstanding my will, my duty, and the afiPection which 
I bear you. Pity me, therefore, and be assured of my eternal 
gratitude. Call me always, if you like, your sister, for so sweet 
a name is very dear to me; and I too will always call you my 
dear brother, and will consider you as though you were such 
indeed. You have already seen that I had anticipated you in 
this, which means that our hearts understand each other, that 
they have the same sentiments, and were created to be bound 
by a strong and constant friendship. I embrace my very dear 
and beautiful sister Mary, whose company is so agreeable to me. 
Adieu, sensibile Percy, take every care of your health, and do 
not forget you most affectionate sister and friend 

Teresa Emilia. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 554; Vita di una Donna, 71; as translated 
entire by Dowden: Life, II, 373. 
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2 

EMILIA VIVIANI TO MARY SHELLEY 

To my beautiful Mary. Tuesday 

My dearest Sister, 

I send you back “ Corinne ” with my liveliest thanks. It is a 
beautiful story, though sad and such as to make a soul sensitive 
and “ passionSe ” like mine shed tears. Unhappy Corinne! But 
how many unhappy ones there are whose lot is the same as 
thine? . . . 

This weather is really against me, as it obliges me to give up 
the company of my most beloved friends, or rather of the only 
ones that I love. How profoundly I feel my sorrows! And those 
of my Friends! No, it will never be possible that I accustom 
myself to them. Although they are afflicting me since so long, 
yet I always feel them as if it was for the first time. I am obliged 
to live always in tvunult. And never a moment of peace! 

I thank you for your blotting-paper that I will use with great 
pleasure. Farewell, dear; sympathize with my deep sadness, 
which in spite of me will show itself every moment. Pray with 
my brother to the supreme being for me. You both whose divine 
souls are so like Him, who created them, beg him to change my 
destiny or to take from me this very heavy life. Hide this sad 
letter from my friend. But salute him tenderly for me. 

Good-bye, dearest Mary, I embrace you with all my heart. 

Your sister and friend 

Teresa Emilia 

Shelley and Mary, III, 571; Vita di una Donna, 72, 73; translated 
in part by Dowden: Life, II, 378-7. 
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3 

EMILIA VIVIANI TO MARY SHELLEY 


Tuesday 

My beloved Mary, 

Although I recognize myself unworthy of your love, be sure 
that it is not lost, for I am returning it with my greatest tender- 
ness and gratitude. Continue, then, to like me, my dearest, 
otherwise, I should feel even unhappier than before. Since 
Heaven, moved with pity of my sorrows, sent his three angels 
to comfort me, I have never felt unhappy. From this lucky 
moment consolation entered into my heart, which had been 
for so long empty, and I felt as if a sweet hand were healing 
the wounds of my soul. The sky that I always saw so cloudy 
over me, suddenly cleared up, and I became able to perceive 
the way of the future more smiling than it has ever been, when 
the thorns and the bushes which overcrowded it, made my heart 
so often bleed, and my eyes weep. My poor life had become 
as confused as a labyrinth, making me despair to be ever able 
to get through it. But I do not distinguish these dreadful things 
any more and the same way appears to me strewn all with 
flowers. 

I don’t flatter myself that I shall see you today, because the 
weather is too bad, and you already know that your health is 
a thousand times dearer to me than my pleasure. It is infinitely 
more valuable than my own, for you are all my life, and if I 
know you are ill or suffering, I can’t be myself otherwise. I beg 
you to take great care of your health. 

Your troubles are more mine than my own; they are greater 
even than my pain in living always in this prison. But what do 
these words mean? Nothing compared to the feelings of my 
heart. I should grow angry with myself for not being able to 
tell you better my love, which is as great as my talent is small, 
which makes me imable to give it vigorous expression. 

In case I may not have the joy of seeing you, please send 
me news of your health. I should grow very uneasy if I re- 
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mained a day alone without it. Mine is rather good except my 
inability to sleep at night, a most troublesome thing indeed. 
However true it is that this is time gained for life, yet the gain 
is neither agreeable nor usefull 

Good-bye, my beloved Friend. Give many kisses to my 
Glaire and many tender salutations to my generous-spirited 
Brother, v'l trust to your care the recovery from your cold, I beg 
you to remain my faithful friend and to accept all my love. I 
embrace you heartily 

Your invariable Friend 
Teresa E. 

P.S. How is your Cousin? I am sorry that he is not well. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 557; Vita di una Donna, 73-5; not in 
Dowden. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO MARY SHELLEY 


Friday. 

To my dear Mary. 

My dear Sister and Friend, 

It is very long since I saw you last, and I am, for this reason, 
very anxious. The prospect which Destiny holds before my 
eyes is indeed terrible. OhI How many things make me anx- 
ious I I am unhappy, and I shall always be so; I see that it is 
inevitable. 

But your friendship for me will always endure, I hope, and 
that Shelley and Claire will like me too, and that none of you, 
the only ones who are dear to me, will leave me. In the same 
way that your affection has sweetened my present lot, it will 
diminish the grief of my future. I hope it will be so; if not my 
despair would indeed be limitless. HeavenI What will become 
of mel Yes, it is true, “ there are people in this world, who seem 
to be only bom to be unhappy.” I am myself an incontestable 
proof of it. 

Farewell, Mary, give me your affection. Maybe you will do 
it for a short time, for I feel that my pains will overwhelm me in 
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such manner that they will soon cause me to die. I embrace 
you, dear Mary Your constant Friend 

T. Emelia. 


Shelley and Mary, III, 571; Vita di una Donna, 75; not in Dow- 
den. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO SHELLEY 


To my dear Brother. 

Monday 

Dear Brother, 

How are you? You must have suffered horribly from those 
spasms. May heaven grant that they have now ceased! Dear 
friend, you cannot think how much your lot interests me, and 
how sensible I am to all that befalls you! I know that you are 
very unhappy, and to see myself incapable of alleviating or 
healing your unmerited ills is for me the greatest of all pains. 
There are no sacrifices I wouldn’t make with joy if I could help 
you, my dear Friend! Alas! Afflicted as you are by past sorrows, 
and misfortunes, and by your health too . . . everything per- 
secutes you and makes a veritable martyr of you. You! whose 
virtue deserves the reward of every happiness, and whose gen- 
erous feelings ought to attract the regard and the love of every- 
one! What a cruel injustice! But God is good and omnipotent. 
If He has delayed the justice and recompense which are your 
due, it is not, I hope, that He has forgotten it. And the day 
will come, if He is just, which will compensate you for the hor- 
rible pains which torture you so undeservedly. Farewell, my 
good and innocent friend. Please take care of your health, 
which concerns me more than any other thing in this world! 
Take heart! Take some food, in order to prevent getting weak. 
Good-bye. Be assured that you have in me a tender Sister and 


Friend, and that I will cherish you always, whatever fate the 


future is preparing for me. 


Your E. 


Shelley and Mary, III, 569; Vita di una Donna, 76-7; translated 
in part by Dowden: Life, II, 375-6. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO SHELLEY 

December 12th, 1820, 10 o'clock in the afternoon. 
My dear Brother, 

To show you that your familiarity does not displease, but, on 
the contrary, gratifies me, and in order that you should not take 
as a rebuke my treating you in any other way, I write to you in 
your own tone of confidence and sweet friendship. My Claire, 
if she reads this, will say that she is jealous: but let her reflect 
that I do not write thus save to her good brother and to mine. 

This evening I wished to tell you many things, but my vigi- 
lant argus has hindered me from so doing. I will now tell you 
a part of them. You console me by engaging yourself to effect 
my liberation. Here I fare ill in both spirits and health, and 
suffer very much in every way, so that by taking me from here 
you would give me a new existence. I leave the how to you, 
who have that wisdom and experience in which I am wanting. 
But I dread that the plan of the Archduchess will not turn out 
well, for my parents never will consent to it, and it is not sure 
that Her Royal Highness will deign to interest herself for my 
sake. Ah, God pardon my mother! She could make me con- 
tented if not happy, and on the contrary it is she who is the 
chief cause of my misfortunes. I love her still, and wish her 
every good. I feel that nature speaks and lives in my heart. 
Although she forgets that she is my mother, I rememlier that 
I am her daughter; but if she were to have pleasures as many 
as are and have been the sorrows which she has brought upon 
me, no woman would be more fortunate than she. I ought to 
pass over this in silence, and to hide it in my heart, but this 
poor heart is so affected by its cruel woimds that I cannot pre- 
vent its giving vent to its grievance with you, my Percy, and 
to shed upon this paper a drop of the sadness that fills my soul; 
I beg you to pity me, and to believe me no worse than I am, in 
speaking so frankly. 

You say that my liberation will perhaps divide us. O my 
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friend! My soul, my heart, can never be parted from my 
brother and from my dear sisters. My person, once delivered 
from this prison, will attempt all things in order to follow my 
heart, and Emilia will seek you everywhere, even were you at 
the utmost boundaries of the world. I do not love, nor shall I 
ever be able to love anything or person so much as your fam- 
ily; for it I would abandon everything, and should lose nothing, 
since in it are included all that can exist of beautiful, virtuous, 
amiable, sensible, and learned in the world. What will be my 
lot? I pray always to God to grant that I may live with you 
always. 

Yes, my soul is simple and sincere like the blue of the sky on 
a fine day of spring. I am happy that you know it, and I know 
that since you do, you will do me justice. I always was candid, 
and although this quality sometimes has done me wrong with 
those people who were not like me, I cannot lay it aside, nor 
would I do it for all the gold in this world. I hate deception 
so much that if I were able to deceive once only, I would never 
respect myself; and self-esteem is one of the chief goods of 
this earth. If the others do not esteem me, if they blacken 
my name, it may make me sorry, but I can console myself for 
their malice with the sense of my innocence. But if I behave 
so as to merit my blame too, this pain would be far greater 
than the first one. What should then repay me for the loss of 
my self-esteem? Therefore I will always be sincere, and my 
face, like my mouth and my pen, will always express the mo- 
tions of my heart. People fixing their eyes on my face will 
be able to read my feelings and my defects, and all that is 
within me. Turning over my letters they will get the same 
impression, and listening to my words it will be still the same. 

You say well; in friendship everything must be in common; 
few, indeed, very few, are the persons who know this sublime 
and sweet divinity; but we know it, and that is enough. 

I thank you very much for your kind offer. You do too much 
for me, and I don’t deserve it, but be assured that in need, I 
should apply to you alone. 

According to your wishes, I take no more opium, but the want 
of sleep is a very troublesome thing. 
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My Claire’s departure afflicts me, excessively, as the mere 
thought afflicts me. I love her so much. I hope for the rest that 
you both will not abandon me, and that the beautiful Mary, 
so dear to me, and you, will come to see me, and bring me let- 
ters from my dear friend Claire. Mary does not write to me. 
It is possible that she loves me less than the others do? I should 
be very much pained by that. I wish to flatter myself that it is 
only her son and her occupations that cause this. Is not this 
the case? 

What a long letter have I written, without being aware of it! 
Excuse me if I forgot to be brief. 

Pray tell Mary the same things I have just written to you. 
Remember that your company is a great pleasure to me, always 
be fond of me, and rest yourself from this long reading! 

Your Sister and affectionate Friend 

T. Emilia. 

Shelley and Mary, III: 555-6; Vita di una Donna, 80-3, with a 
photograph of page 1 of the original MS. on p. 76. Translated in part 
by Dowden: Life, II, 374, 377. From “ I hate deception . . .” the 
remainder of the letter is given in Shelley and Mary, III, 575-6, as 
if it were another letter. The time should have been translated 
10 p.m. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO MARY SHELLEY 


December 14th, 1820 
I am very sorry, my dear [Mary], that you are not as well as I 
wish; take every care of your health, for the sake of your beau- 
tiful son, and for your friends who love you dearly. I have 
been so glad to receive your letter. I covered it with my kisses 
and pressed it several times to my heart. Its strong palpita- 
tions will tell you how dear you are to me. A visit of yours 
when you will be able to come will give me a great pleasure, 
the more so as I shall be more sad and melancholy than I am, 
on accoimt of my little Claire’s absence! But now take my 
advice and don’t go out till you are perfectly recovered from 
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your cold, because these colds are generally turning bad this 
year, if neglected. How sweet the thought of your friendship 
is for my heart! You angelic creatures! How shall I be able 
to tell you my feelings? I like you, I adore you even, I con- 
sider and admire you like three Divinities. I would do every- 
thing to give you a proof of my sincere affection. But I know 
that I don’t tell you anything with these words! I am not able 
to find any more efiRcacious ones, because my love is so great, 
so intense, that it can’t be expressed through words. How glad 
I was to get your affectionate letter! How much your good 
thoughts pleased me, adorned by your poetical ideas! You have 
much talent, my Mary, which, together with your virtue and 
your excellent heart, makes you one of the loveliest of God’s 
or Nature’s creatures. 

I will study your beautiful and useful language, but I am 
afraid that my little talent will prevent my learning it thor- 
oughly. However, being aware of this, I shall be satisfied with 
my mediocrity and you will be my guide. 

Please give many kisses to my dearest Friend and tell her 
she must not go out during this ugly weather, for I think more 
about her health than about my own pleasure, and I wish her 
to take great care of it. I passed a bad night, dreading that 
the rain had done some ill to her and to Percy last evening. I 
wish eagerly to receive good news from them, and from you 
also. I fear that it hurt them indeed. Your health is such an 
important thing that I am never so much in pain as when I 
know you are not well. 

Give my tenderest salutations to your dear husband and my 
good brother. Last night Glaire narrated to me part of his 
history. His many misfortunes, his unjust persecutions, and 
his firm and innate virtue in the midst of these terrible and 
unmerited sorrows, filled my heart with admiiation and afiFec- 
tion, and made me think, and perhaps not untruly, that he is 
not a human creature; he has only a human exterior; but the 
interior is all divine. The being of all beings has doubtless sent 
him to earth to accredit virtue and to give an exact image of 
himself. I can scarcely believe that he has enemies and that 
his virtue is not known by everyone. Take care, however, to 
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tell your affairs to a few people only; I gave the same advice to 
Clara already. Good-bye, my dearest Mary, I am very proud 
to be your 

Friend and affectionate Sister 

Teresa Emilia 

Shelley and Mary, III, 573; Vita di una Donna, 77-8; translated 
in part by Dowden: Life, II, 376. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO MARY SHELLEY 

December 24th, 1820, in the evening. 

My adored Friend, 

Although after the gift of your friendship you can offer me 
no other gift so precious, or more dear to me, yet I have been 
exceedingly pleased by the slender chain, which must be the 
symbol of that which binds and will eternally bind our hearts. 
Your generous ways, besides, overwhelm me, and I am much 
mortified not to be able to do as much towards you, that I 
might show you a part of the immense gratitude which lives 
in my heart, and tell you how much I love you. But in the 
same way that I don’t know how to thank you for your affec- 
tion, I never shall be able to thank you for your other gift. Ex- 
cuse my insuflSciency, and be assured that I know the full worth 
of Mary. 

So you are not well. How sorry I ami You did right not to 
go out in this bad weather. I say this out of regard for your 
health, for to see you is a great pleasure to me. You seem to 
me a little cold sometimes, and that causes me an uncomforta- 
ble feeling; but I know that your husband said well when he 
said that your apparent coldness is only the ash which covers 
an affectionate heart. 

It is unnecessary, unless you so desire, for one of you to go to 
see the Signora Taddeoli, to make up for the impossibility of 
Claire’s going. Tomorrow Mrs. Barsanti is going to the same 
house, and I will write and send her a note in Claire’s name, 
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making her excuses. Thus you will be spared too great an in- 
timacy with a person, good and fine, no doubt, but who, I think, 
would not be very congenial to you either in feeling or thought. 
I have known her a long time, but I have never felt like becom- 
ing her Friend. Excuse my frank language, but I am speaking 
with my sweet Sister. 

Also I shall be going home tomorrow and, according to the 
ill humour, or good humour, of my Parents, will see what I 
can say on the matter which is so very important to me. But 
whatever it may be, I hope that Eusta will succeed in attaining 
it, for she is rather beloved by my family. And in a few days I 
will then have the pleasure of embracing you in your own home. 

Thank you for the good wishes you sent me for the Christmas 
holidays; I send them back to you a hundredfold both for you 
and for all your family and friends; and I pray that God will 
grant completely all that you desire, with good health and many 
long years — of which I pray Him to permit me to pass many 
in your incomparable company. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 558; Vita di una Donna, 83-4; translated 
in part by Dowden: Life, II, 375. 
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Mr. Shelley 

Saturday morning. 

Dear Brother, 

I don’t send my Cousin to you, because I must give the mat- 
ter better consideration, in order that my business may not 
grow more confused than it already is. We can do it in good 
time a little later. I am obliged to go home tomorrow, although 
I do not like it at all, for several good reasons, but I can’t decline 
it. Therefore, I am prevented the sweet pleasiure of seeing 
Mary. But if she could come a moment today, immediately 
after dinner, or after her walk, before they shut the Convent, I 
should be very happy indeed, provided it won’t trouble her. 
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My spirits are in the same condition as ever, my health is getting 
better. Don’t afflict yourself on my behalf, my dear Friend, and 
don’t be uneasy on my account. I am not at all miserable, if 
I can keep such sympathetic Friends who are taking such an 
interest in me. Moreover, God will help me, I hope. He sees 
the injustice and the cruelty with which they use me, and He 
will make them cease, at length. Meanwhile continue, my dear 
Brother, to give me your aflfection, which softens every pain, 
and adds to every pleasure. I entreat you to take care of your 
precious health. My sorrows are great enough without being 
increased by the thought of your grief. 

Remember me tenderly to my dear good Sister. I thank you 
and Mary very much for the two nice little birds, which have 
given me the greatest pleasure. They shall never be separated, 
and I will always like them. Many thanks for everything. Don’t 
be afflicted on my account; I am better! Good-bye! 

Your faithful Friend and Sister E. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 570; Vita di una Donna, 85; not in Dowden. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO MARY SHELLEY 
Mrs. Mary Shelley 

December 28th, 1820. 

My dearest Friend, 

I am sorry that the weather is so bad, as it will hinder us 
from seeing each other today. Alas! Everything is against me! 
But if my dear Friends will be faithful to me, I shall laugh at 
everything, and I won’t feel my sorrows so much. How are you 
and how is my dear only Brother? This is always my thought 
during the Night and my first one in the morning. 

I flatter myself that you will write to me, but as I have no 
servants of mine here, so the one I am sending to you can’t wait 
for your answer. Please forgive my cruel situation, and send me 
your letter through one of your maids, when it ceases raining. 

Farewell, my adorable Mary. I send you many kisses. Re- 
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member me tenderly to your husband, and preserve me your 
affection. 

Your constant Friend and Sister 
Theresa Emily 

Vita di una Donna, 86. Not in Shelley and Mary or Dowden. Un- 
like the others, this note is in French. 
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Friday evening, 1821. 

My dear Friend and Brother, 

I write to you by moonlight. I can’t resolve to take another 
light than this. It would be like doing an injury to this clear and 
splendid Daughter of Heaven. What sweetness is mine, look- 
ing at it! What an inexpressible enchantment! But you know it 
too, and you understand it as well as I, because you are like me. 

Did you observe the sunset this evening? If you were free 
at that moment, it is impossible you didn’t admire the sight of 
the Clouds, here and there gathered into groups, or becoming 
scattered again, and their colour gold and blue. 

I stood at a window, thinking of my misfortunes, and thinking 
of those people who are so dear to me. I listened in silence 
with all my soul to the never silent language of Nature. A 
thousand thoughts, some sweet, tender, or even melancholy, 
overcame me. I felt surprised finding myself so absorbed in 
reverie that I did not know any more where I was, shuddering 
and frightened before the gloomy walls of my prison and the 
malefic ghosts which surrounded me everywhere. From that 
place I could gaze upon the Mountains, partly painted in purple 
by the rays of “ the first Planet,” and partly quite blue. Oh, 
what a feeling! How I should like to abolish those rustic houses 
which are spoiling the line of those beautiful mountains! 

Nature, divine Nature! I lose myself in your sublime im- 
mensity, while an invincible sense of veneration urges me to 
prostrate myself before your majesty. I said my evening prayer 
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by the window, upon my knees, and I said it more devoutly than 
ever. Stupid persons might think that I adore the Moon; No, 
it isn’t SO; but I adore in the Moon and in the sight of Heaven the 
two finest works of our Supreme Being. My fervour grows ex- 
ceedingly before them, and they remind me of the almighty 
power of a Christ hanging lacerated upon a cross, whose figure 
wrings my heart and shows the cruelty and perfidy of men. But 
enough. How are you? Farewelll This letter in not at all ten- 
der, but I will end it by telling you (hoping that Mary won’t 
be jealous) : “ I love you with all my heart, dear Brother! ” 

I am tenderly your Sister and Friend 

Emily 

Vita di una Donna, 87-8. Not in Shelley and Mary or Dowden. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO MARY SHELLEY 

January 14th, 1821. 

My dear Sister, 

Few, very few things happen according to our wishes! If 
man does not have what he desires, he is restless, and even 
after the fulfilment of some of his wishes he does not achieve 
peace, for his ebullient temper imagines and invents new needs 
and new plans. But alas! How often they are delusions! And 
our souls become empty and very bitter. 

I wished to see you today, and to learn many things in your 
amiable company, but the rain is playing a trick on me and 
depriving me of this pleasure. Heaven has grown very sad for 
its being separated from the Earth, its beloved one, and is 
shedding its tears over her fruitful bosom and over her chang- 
ing face. This Lover receives its weeping like a sweet nectar, 
and joins, perhaps, her own to it. I also am sighing for being 
separated from my dear Friends, and some tears rise from my 
heart to my eyes. 

This morning I saw Miss Moray in spite of her promise to 
come at ten o’clock. You can believe that this did not bother 
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me at all, but they maddened me all morning, and I passed it 
laughing, and, at the same time, becoming more and more 
anxious. Now I will tell you briefly why. About half past eight 
Pacchiani came with Esopo and the other little boy whom he 
has undertaken to teach. He came expressly to tell me to do my 
best with Miss M. to get her to advise some friend or relative 
of hers ( what it concerns he himself is unaware ) to take Esopo 
as Italian master. He does not speak of it to her himself, be- 
cause he does not wish to appear to have anything to do with 
it. Then he talked a little about you, and told me that you were 
extremely chamied by Signora Bernardini, the prima donna of 
Italy. Afterwards he left with all his train, and at ten Esopo 
returned to wait for Miss M., to whom he was to present her, 
and with whom he had orders to speak English. But this lady 
was not to be seen; Esopo waited; at eleven Pacchiani re- 
turned. . . . 

My dear sister . . . Do you not know where they found the 
notorious rascal [Pacchiani]? After much searching at Pisa, and 
at Florence, the police found him at Leghorn, living in a tiny, 
dark hovel, lower than he was, in which he stayed hidden the 
whole day, and from which he went out only when “ The day 
departed.” . . . They made the search because, occupying the 
post of Professor in the University, and receiving a salary for 
it, he should in consequence give the due lessons, which he has 
not given and now they have arranged about his pay. . . . 

Shelley and Mary, III, 637-8; Vita di iina Donna, 89; not in 
Dowden. Only the first two paragraphs of this translation are to be 
found in the Italian in Vita di una Donna. The rest is in Shelley and 
Mary, but a paragraph in Vita di una Donna describing the rest of 
the letter contains quoted phrases which show that a part of the 
letter has been omitted in Shelley and Mary also. 

The Italian from which the last two paragraphs are translated 
seems to have become garbled either in transcribing or in printing. 
In the first sentence the sense requires “ I did not see Miss Moray."" 
At the end of the first paragraph ** present her"" is nonsense; ap- 
parently Esopo was to introduce himself, a translation which the 
Italian text will not admit. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI, APPARENTLY TO SHELLEY 
■ My dear Friend, 

I am indeed unhappy! What a fate! I suffer heavily, and am 
the cause of a thousand griefs to others. Oh God! Were it not 
better that I should die? Then I should cease to suffer, or at 
least to make others suffer. Now I am the object of hatred to 
others and to myself. I afflict the most courteous and beloved 
persons. O my incomparable Friend, Angelic Creature, did you 
ever suppose that I should be the cause of so much anguish 
to you? You see what a person you have come to know. Pardon 
me, my friend, pardon me! You are obliged to bear so many 
pains and anxieties on my account that your health even suffers 
through them. How remorse is torturing me! How many mis- 
fortunes have 1 caused! It would be better if you had never 
known me! 

Shelley and Mary, III, 554; Vita di una Donna, 93; translated in 
part by Dowden: Life, II, 374. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO SHELLEY 

Saturday morning 

My dear Shelley, 

I beg you to come no more to St. Anna, yourself or any of 
your family. My parents desire that I should henceforth see 
no one. Every attempt would be in vain; we should be humili- 
ated without obtaining anything. The Signora Eusta acts in 
concert with them. She treated me yesterday in a most insolent 
manner, and uttered an impertinence to me which not even a 
servant-maid would have endured. They are all my enemies. I 
am really sensible of this blow, because I love you all with my 
sincerest friendship, but what shall I do? Ah! You know that 
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“ right can do nothing against power.” Everything in the world 
is tyranny, everything! Console yourself meanwhile, and do not 
afflict yourself on account of such proceedings. Consider that 
in a few days I shall be delivered from this odious prison, and 
then I shall be permitted to enjoy your amiable and virtuous 
society. This hope sweetens my misfortunes. Please, write to 
my Claire and tell her what happened, so that she won’t grow 
angry with me, hearing no more from me. I am watched very se- 
verely. I beg Mary and Claire to maintain their faithful friend- 
ship to me, and I beg you also to do it. And the favour which 
I now ask of you is that you do not come any more to Saint Anna 
either now or ever. You must have not the least relationship 
with my enemies, who have always persecuted me, trying by 
all means to send me to the grave. I require this favour from 
you; otherwise I should no more be able to consider you a 
Friend. 

Lastly, don’t take any steps, for it would be quite useless. 
Send your servant to me Monday morning; I will return you 
some books. Let me know if you wish also your little writing- 
desk and the “ Nouvelle Heloise.” If you will write, tell her to 
deliver your letter into my own hands only. Good-bye, dear 
Friend, good-bye until happier days. Oh! They will arrive, yes! 
they will arrive! My heart, which is seldom mistaken, tells me 
to be sure of it. 

Remember me tenderly to Mary. Many thanks to you all for 
the continued kindness you have shown me hitherto. Be as- 
sured that I will be always grateful to you, and that I will love 
you till death. Courage! I must drink to the last drop the bitter 
cup of sorrows. 

Take care of your precious health, be quiet, and don’t get 
angry. Let nobody come into your house who is related to me, 
because they are all rascals. 

Farewell again. I am and will be for ever 

Your aflFectionate Friend 
T. Emily 

Shelley and Mary, III, 576; Vita di una Donna, 115-16; trans- 
lated in part by Dowden: Life, II, 377. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO MARY SHELLEY 

XT 1 j XT Tuesday 

My always dear Mary, ^ 

I hope you will forgive me for my delay in answering your 
two dear letters and for not having yet given you some news 
of my health. But during these days something has happened 
which has made me very angry, although it didn’t concern me 
directly. Now this matter is nearly well over. 

I am very happy that my Friend Claire is well. Please, when 
you write, remember me heartily to her, and let her know that 
I cannot write on account of the “ retreat,” and this is the reason 
of my silence. I hope you all continue well too. Tell Shelley 
that I think this weather is too bad for going to Leghorn and 
it could do him some harm. It would be better if he didn’t go 
there. Please remember me to him. 

Good-bye, beautiful and good Mary! Don’t write tomorrow, 
for these annoying and very stupid people will grumble if we 
write to each other in these days during our “ retreat.” Never 
mind if they read this letter; I only spoke the truth. I hope you 
will write to me next Friday; you may behave yourself as usual. 
In so far I send you many kisses with all my heart. 

Your faithful Friend 

P.S. My health is good enough. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 572-3; not in Vita di una Donna or Dowden. 
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EMILIA VIVIANI TO SHELLEY 


Mr. Shelley S September. 

His Own Hands 
In Haste. 

My dear Friend, 

I have received your much cherished letter. But I am greatly 
disappointed that your health is not good. Oh God! how very 
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unfortunate we are in this world! You will have received my 
other letter in which I asked a favour for my Friend [feminine]. 
Indeed I know I have presumed, but I hope, my dear, that you 
will feel as I do and will not give me the great unhappiness of 
not granting my request and of having to see a virtuous, sensi- 
tive Friend, who deserves much, suffer and be destroyed by 
sorrow. If Lord Byron comes to Pisa, as you tell me, you could 
ask him to join you to make up the amount indicated; but if 
this seems too risky, I would then be content with less. In case 
you wish to do me this favour, which for me would be a very 
great one, then do it at your convenience. And then handle 
the matter so that you ( if you wish ) will not appear in it and 
I will tell you to whom to give the money so that no one could 
form unworthy suspicions of me. It would be enough for me 
now to have a promise which would make certain the redemp- 
tion of my pledged word to my Friend. Reply immediately, 
for in a few days now I shall not be in Pisa, and this matter is 
of extreme concern to me. I will think to send to get your letter 
tomorrow morning; that is, Friday. 

When I am married, if you wish to write to me, I should be 
pleased, but please be very prudent in all your expressions, and 
use the formal pronoun. 

My dear friend, farewell. Salute all your family for me, a 
thousand times, see that you re-establish your health and tran- 
quillity of spirit, and believe in the unchanging affection 

Of your sincere Friend, 

E. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 691; Vita di una Donna, 131-2; not in 
Dowden. 
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THOMAS JEFFERSON HOGG TO SHELLEY 

London Christmas day 

My Dear Shelley, 

Last Friday our friend Hunt received in my presence a long 
letter in the Etruscan idiom, w'** we read together, he being 
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seated at the pianoforte, whilst I stood behind him, & we found 
two locks of hair & much entertainment, in addition to the wel- 
come intelligence, that you were all well. 

Hunt has been very somewhat indisposed, but he is now much 
recovered, & in better spirits; he begins to discern certain indi- 
cations of prosperity, & seems to have great pleasure in fol- 
lowing his Cuculus Indicator to the hives, where he is well re- 
warded with honey. This kind of publication exactly suits him; 
& is a more nutritious pap for babes in knowledge, than the 
generality of dry nurses afford to the toothless little mouths of 
ordinary little readers. I see Hunt as often as his unfortunate 
attachment to a nest amidst the brick-fields of some remote 
suburb will permit, & I always find him as agreeable & friendly, 
as I left him. When I returned from the north in November, 
I found a letter from you, dated, I think, in July, treating at 
length about a certain upholsterer; as it was so long since you 
had written the letter, I presumed that the matter was settled, 
& did not interfere indeed if I had known that it were, I sh‘‘ 
have had my doubts as to adopting the course you desired. I 
have no doubts that the man will come to reasonable terms, &, 
if he will not, I cannot understand why you sh'^ make your- 
self uneasy, so long as you intend to remain in Italy, about the 
notions of a Cabinet-maker at Bath respecting Post-obit bonds, 
however erroneous they may be, whilst I am in a state of tranquil 
indifference as to the opinions of Mrs. Mason’s Milliner at Pisa 
concerning tire intercourse of the sexes, & the obligation of the 
nuptial vow; why you sh^ hire an attorney at a great price 
to regulate the former, while I permit the latter, without even 
an expostulation, to fulfil her destinies in her own way. You 
surely must have discovered by this time tliat Creditors, who 
are the most oppressed class in the community, especially if 
they have been so rmfortunate as to trust conscientious & en- 
lightened men, will do almost any thing for kind treatment, to 
w'*' they are so little accustomed. 

Many persons are afraid of being out-lawed; they seem to 
have some strange mysterious notion of this process w'^'* is noth- 
ing but a matter of form at worst: if we are to take our informa- 
tion from German Romances, & not from real life, we shall cer- 
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tainly have reason to dread this ceremony, for we find there, that 
an Outlaw, or a person under the ban of the Empire, stands 
trembling all day & all night in a dark cave in a vast forest, up 
to his chin in blood, or, in his happiest moments, squats in the 
long grass, like a hare, but with a far greater length of hair, of 
whiskers, 6 e of ears, ready to start from his form at the least 
squeak of the least puppy of the hounds of Justice, “ deep, 
dreadful, dark, daemoniac ministers.” I will frankly own, with- 
out pretending to more courage, than my neighbours, that, if 
I were told that certain judicial rites had been duly performed, 
or rather that a narrative had been written upon parchment in 
a hand, that I co** with difficulty read, in some Court at Naples 
of such rites having been performed, I sh"* not feel my self 
bound on the sudden to renounce for ever my comb & razor 
to dwell unhoused in Bisham wood in a state of praetematural 
hairiness. I received from Ollier a copy of Prometheus Un- 
bound. I am at present occupied with the Greek orators & 
with their prince Demosthenes; orations are at best tiresome 
things, but the best orations are those of the Greeks, & the best 
of the Greek orations are those of Demosthenes, & even Demos- 
thenes some times fatigues me: he is often sublime, his language 
always perfect, & his love of liberty & Athenian democracy 
singularly interesting. In reading or hearing a speech we often 
suffer this 

viz. we are either persuaded at the beginning of the speech to 
agree with the speaker, or we feel that no arguments can ever 
persuade us; & whatever arguments are offered after we are 
persuaded, or 

when we know that we have formed an opposite opinion, that 
cannot be shaken, are useless, & consequently irksome. Thus 
an oration proving that the religion of Mahomet is false, wo** 
fatigue us, because we are already convinced, so, if it attempted 
to shew that it is true, because we can never be persuaded that 
it is tnie. I have nearly finished the public orations & I expect 
more pleasure from those of a private nature, for private life 
is more entertaining than politics, & I hope for curious infor- 
mation touching society & manners in Athens. I strictly observe 
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the Sabbath by a long walk & by a dinner at some snug little 
Inn in the country; Peacock is generally one of our party. I wish 
you co" come every Saturday in a balloon to join us, as I used 
to go to Bishopsgate by Sadlers coach. Peacock deprecates the 
wrath of winter by the sacrifice of a Turkey, by libations & 
other solemnities, at w'^*' I am to assist today at 4 o’clock pre- 
cisely. I was sorry to find that the Gisbornes were gone, when 
I returned to Town; pray remember me kindly to them & to 
Mary; write to me soon; excuse my long silence & believe [me] 
ever, my Dear Friend, most truly & affectionately youis 

T. J. Hogg. 

[addressed:] [postmarked:] 

al signor P. B, Shelley Chambery 

Pisa F 1820 

Italia C 

ferma in posta [other postmarks ^legible] 

From the original in the Ashley Library, with the permission of 
Mr. T. J. Wise. 
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LETTERS ABOUT SHELLEY 


The following letters on Shelley at Eton have not been quoted 
fully in any biography of the poet, though they were used by 
Professor Dowden, and were later quoted by Mr. Edmund 
Blunden in his Shelley and Keats as They Struck Their Con- 
temporaries (London, 1925), 1-9. 

The “ A. A. ” of the second letter is of course the Andrew 
Amos referred to in the first letter. By consulting the editorial 
file of the Athenaeum Mr. Blunden ascertained that the first 
letter was contributed by Merle. This was the W. H, Merle 
erroneously supposed by Dowden to be the author of “ A News- 
paper Editors Reminiscences.” 

The two letters first appeared in the Athenaeum, March 4 
and April 15, 1848, under the titles: “Shelley at Eton,” and 
“ Shelley and Ilis Contemporaries at Eton.” 

For copies of the letters regarding Shelley in Wales I am 
indebted to Mr. W. M. Richards, of Portmadoc, North Wales, 
and for permission to use them to Mr. Adrian Stokes, of the 
firm of Breese, Jones, Casson, and Stokes in Portmadoc. Follow- 
ing my own examination of a collection of old papers of the 
Madocks Estate ( which is still handled by the firm of Breese, 
Jones, and Casson), the National University of Wales sent an 
investigator to search more extensively. Among the rafters 
above one of the rooms these letters were found. They are now 
in the National Library of Wales at Aberystwyth. 

1 

W. H. MERLE TO THE ATHEN^UM 

After an absence of some months I have been reading up my 
Athenaeums: — and came upon the review of “ The Life of P. B. 
Shelley, by Capt. Medwin.” ( See Athenaeum, Nos. 1038-1039. ) 
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As an old Etonian, allow me to express my surprise that in 
all the Memoirs of Shelley so little has been collected in illustra- 
tion of his days at Eton. Shelley as a boy was a being never to 
be forgotten. He stood apart from the whole school. I have the 
list before me now for the year 1807 — amounting to 440 boys; 
and I will venture to say there is not a man of them living who 
does not remember Shelley for his wild and marked peculiarity. 
For years and years, and long before I knew that Shelley the 
boy was Shelley the poet and friend of Byron, he dwelt in my 
memory as one of those strange and unearthly compounds which 
sometimes, though rarely, appear in “ the human form divine.” 
Though death has thinned our ranks, I am convinced that any 
biographer of Shelley might have collected many and many 
an anecdote highly interesting as showing the man in boyhood, 
— with much that stamped its force on the original bent of his 
sensitive and poetical mind. Either from natural delicacy of 
frame or from possessing a mind which in boyhood busied it- 
self in grasping at thoughts beyond his age — probably from 
something of both — he shunned or despised the usual games 
and exercises of youth. This made him with other boys a by- 
word and a jest. He was known as “ Mad Shelley — and 
many a cruel torture was practised upon him for his moody 
and singular exclusiveness. 

Shelley was my senior; and I, in common with others, deemed 
him as one ranging between madness and folly, until one who 
then lived in the same house with Shelley — a boy his senior 
and well able to appreciate in others that talent which he largely 
possessed within himself — told me that in “ Mad Shelley ” 
there were seeds to overflowing of meditation deep and of that 
wild originality which is the attribute of genius. The boy, 
my informant, was the present barrister, Mr. Amos. For some 
reason or other Amos subsequently came to my tutor, the Rev. 
T. Carter; and it was while living under the same roof that I 
gathered his opinion of the “ Mad Shelley.” I cannot but think 
that if time and inclination served, this gentleman could furnish 
more than any other interesting details of the poet in embryo. 
In those days, as doubtless in these, there were a certain num- 
ber of “ extra masters,” — some of whom resided at the college, 
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took boarders, and held an amphibious rank between “ the 
tutor ” and “ the dame.” Among these was one “ Mr. Hexter 
who professed to be a teacher of writing, — though it must be 
confessed that the boys under his roof made a much greater 
proficiency with their knives and forks than they did with their 
pens in the writing school. It was with this professor of pot- 
hooks and hangers that Percy Bysshe Shelley was placed. The 
house was small, the number of boarders few; and I doubt much 
if within those walls any intimacy was formed that grew with 
its growth and ripened in after life. There was, as already 
shown, a friendly and right understanding between Amos and 
himself, — but nothing more. Indeed, if I remember rightly, 
Shelley made no friends at Eton. He probably sought, but in 
vain, for a spirit congenial to his own. With the mass he had 
nothing in common. They could not enter into his spirit, nor 
he into theirs. They deemed him mad, and he despised them as 
fools. Singly they dared not insult him, — for “ there was a 
method in his madness ” which taught repentance: but the herd 
unite against the stricken, — and boys, like men, envy the 
strongest and trample on the weak. 

These thoughts remind me of those occasions when poor 
Shelley’s anguish and excitement bordered on the sublime. 
Conscious of his own superiority — of being the reverse of what 
the many deemed him — stung by the injustice of imputed 
madness, by the cruelty, if he were mad, of taunting the af- 
flicted, his rage became boundless. Like Tasso’s jailer, his heart- 
less tyrants all but raised up the demon which they said was in 
him. I have seen him surrounded, hooted, baited like a mad- 
dened bull, — and at this distance of time I seem to hear ringing 
in my ears the cry which Shelley was wont to utter in his 
paroxysm of revengeful anger. 

It may not be uninteresting to tell when and where these 
things occurred. At the same time it is but justice to state that 
the bigger boys frequently interfered to prevent acts of tyranny 
towards the smaller. But Shelley in his days of trial was not 
“ a little boy and it often happened that one amongst the 
biggest of the big was singled out as the victim. In tlie dark 
winter evenings it was the practice to assemble under the clois- 
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ters previous to mounting to the “ upper school.” Sometimes 
some wicked wag would introduce a foot-ball into the forbidden 
ground; and the cloistered square would echo with shouts and 
laughter as some hapless “ dandy ” of the day was “ nailed,” — 
or in other words, received a blow from the muddy, bounding 
ball. Poor Shelley, though anything but a fop, was often marked 
out for this trial of temper. But there was another practice in- 
finitely more galling. The particular name of some particular 
boy would be sounded by one, taken up by another and an- 
other, until hundreds echoed and echoed the name. At the 
same time, especially if the selected were a “big fellow,” a 
path was usually made and a space opened for the one on whom 
a hundred tongues were calling. Such, I well remember, was 
the joke which was practised on one who certainly did not re- 
joice in the name of “ Hornby,” — one who dwells in my early 
memory as a square-built, big boy, looking very like a staid and 
rather elderly gentleman, harmless and kind, and having no 
offence beyond the carrying a gold quizzing-glass and white 
cambric pocket-handkerchief and eschewing all manly sports. 
In his case it was “ vox et praeterea nihil ” : — but with poor 
Shelley it was different. The Shelley! Shelley! Shelley! which 
was thundered in the cloisters was but too often accompanied by 
practical jokes, — such as knocking his books from under his 
arm, seizing them as he stooped to recover them, pulling and 
tearing his clothes, or pointing with the finger, as one Neapolitan 
maddens another. The result was, as stated, a paroxysm of anger 
which made his eyes flash like a tiger’s, his cheeks grow pale 
as death, his limbs quiver, and his hair stand on end. 

Another circumstance I perfectly remember; — and name 
it because I feel certain that it called into active play a host of 
thought and feeling. In Shelley’s days there used to be one 
“ Walker ” who lectured on astronomy, chemistry, mechanics, 
&c. I allude to the “ Old Walker ” as he was called; a man self- 
taught for the most part, but possessing much of talent, and 
being in his nature a thousand times more clever than much 
learning could ever make his son. Shelley and myself and many 
others attended “ Old Walker’s ” lectures; and it may easily be 
imagined how the wonders of heaven, earth and electricity 
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would seize on a mind like Shelley’s. Boys have fashions in their 
playthings — and experimental electricity became the rage. 
“ Like master like man,” says the adage — and “ Old Walker’s ” 
servant and assistant had picked up a smattering of his master’s 
knowledge sufficient to enable him to make small electrical 
machines. These found a ready sale amongst the boys; much 
to the encouragement of infant science — and proving that the 
philosopher’s man had found out the philosopher’s stone. He 
made a small fortune for the time. Shelley was amongst the 
purchasers, — and, so daring and bold in his experiments, that 
he nearly blew up himself and Mr. Hexter’s house into the 
bargain. Astronomy, like electricity, seized upon his imagina- 
tion. His jubilee was night. His spirit bounded on the shadow 
of darkness, and flew to the countless worlds beyond it. 

It was doubtless in moments like these that he conceived the 
rich fountains of poetry which subsequently burst forth from 
his heart, — that he'pictured — 

Heaven’s ebon vault 
Studded with stars unutterably bright. 

Through which the moon’s unclouded grandeur rolls 
To curtain her sleeping world. Yon gentle hills. 

Robed in a garment of untrodden snow; — 

Yon darksome rocks, whence icicles depend 
So stainless that their white and glittering spires 
Tinge not the moon’s pure beam. 

I have only to add, that about this time Shelley would often pass 
the hour of dinner in pursuing the unearthly wanderings of 
his muse. He delighted in invoking the subtleties of theory and 
vision, and clothing them in imagery too daring for the utter- 
ance of his pen. He saw much, but dimly — yet was too proud 
to lean upon a guide. He felt that knowledge is power — but 
paused not to reflect that both are dangerous when applied in 
ignorance. No wonder that he all but blew up his tutor’s house 
in boyhood, — and his own fortunes when a man. 
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2 

ANDREW AMOS TO THE ATHEN^UM 

My attention having been recently drawn to your number of 
the 4th of March last, in which my early intimacy with the poet 
Shelley is mentioned, I write a few lines concerning Eton Col- 
lege as it was in the first decade of the present century; in hope 
that your readers — or, at all events, your correspondent on 
this subject — may feel an interest in such reminiscences. 

At Mr. Hexter’s, mentioned by your correspondent, there were 
only three lower boys (or fags) — Shelley, another boy since 
deceased, and myself. We consequently messed together, and 
saw a great deal of each other. Shelley and I used to amuse 
ourselves in composing plays, and acting them before the other 
lower boy, — who constituted our sole audience. Shelley en- 
tered with great vivacity into this amusement; and from the 
circumstances attending the theatre of our triumvirate, and 
other facts connected with tlie developement of Shelley’s early 
genius, I incline to think that if the slightest encouragement had 
been given at Eton to merit in English composition, verse or 
prose, it is highly probable that Shelley would have devoted 
himself with ardour to the studies of the place, and the irregu- 
larities of his mind would have been chastised by habits of 
patient study. Walker’s lectures, mentioned by your corre- 
spondent, were perhaps an unfortunate occurrence for Shelley; 
as they supplied him witli the means of producing interesting 
and dazzling results requiring very little application of mind, 
and as they increased his aversion to the studies of the school. 
By the way, your correspondent will perhaps recollect that “ Old 
Walker ” on the occasion of one of his lectures, at which both 
Shelley and myself were present, said, “ Perhaps in the time of 
my son, if not in my own, it may come to pass that he or I shall 
get down from London to lecture here without being drawn by 
horses, but impelled by steam,” — and that thereupon there was 
a deafening shout of derision from nearly three hundred boys 
at this Warner and his Eureka. 
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After attending Walker’s lectures, Shelley became transported 
with a love of chemical experiments. He did not, however, I 
believe, study any scientific works upon the subject: — and I 
think it would have been happy for him if the multitude of 
boys at a public school had not rendered it almost impracticable 
for the tutors to watch, and endeavour at least to exercise some 
control in directing, the pursuits and dispositions of their pupils. 
Whilst the characteristic of nine-tenths of Shelley’s contem- 
poraries while at school was that of listlessness to excitements 
derived from intellectual sources, here was a youth carried 
away by an impetuous enthusiasm for producing and witnessing 
the phenomena of nature. But no Mentor was near him, — w^ho, 
not discouraging his mental activity, might at the same time 
have governed and directed it at a period of life when judgment 
is rarely dominant, and less so perhaps in proportion to the 
early vigour of the mind. 

I think I hear, as if it were yesterday, Shelley singing, with the 
buoyant cheerfulness in which he often indulged, as he might 
be running nimbly up and down stairs, the Witches’ songs in 
“ Macbeth.” I fancy I still hearken to his 

Double, double, toil and trouble. 

Fire burn, and cauldron bubble. 

From this period my intimacy with him slackened. Not fol- 
lowing his new passion with the same zeal as himself, we now 
seldom walked or boated together in the hours between school- 
times. He used to call me — in a tone not altogether unfriendly, 
but still evincing displeasure approaching to bitterness — by 
the appellation of Apurist; indicating classically thereby one 
who did not appreciate properly the element of fire, I, on the 
other hand, just at this period, had begun to devote nearly all 
my play-hours to Latin composition, — being induced thereto 
by the master who presided over my form, and who is now 
Archbishop of Canterbury. [Remainder of paragraph describ- 
ing the author’s relations with the Archbishop when he was an 
Eton master omitted.] 

[Non-Shelleyan paragraph relating a schoolboy prank omit- 
ted.] 
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I have already exceeded the limits I proposed to myself 
in this letter. Perhaps, if any interest shall attach to what I 
have written, I may indite more reminiscences concerning Shel- 
ley and his contemporaries; and among them, Matthews, the 
deceased author of “ The Diary of an Invalid,” — who was 
master, or fagger, to Shelley and his co-faggee, myself. But, 
in conclusion, I may inform my correspondent that I have an 
excellent neighbour who was at Eton in the time of Shelley, 
and who repeats an “ Eton alphabet ” precisely in the time and 
manner of the head master reading over an exercise “ for good.” 
Each letter of the alphabet introduces a well-known character 
of the Eton world at the beginning of this century, and each line 
recounts his peculiarities. H stands for Hexter. This writing- 
master was also a major in the volunteers, — whence he was 
often called Hector; and his writing pupils were in the habit 
of saying to him, “ Major, will you mend my pen? ” Apropos 
of the conventional tone of reading over an exercise “ for good,” 
your correspondent will perhaps recollect the circumstance of 
a boy at Carter s who was overheard by his companions, whilst 
he was sitting solitarily in his own room, reading over a copy 
of verses of his own making in the conventional tones of Dr. 
Goodall, the head master, and then concluding with — “A 
very good exercise, a very excellent composition; it does you 
very great credit indeed; you are a very clever boy.” 

I am, &c. 

A. A. 


S. GIRDLESTONE TO JOHN WILLIAMS, YNYS TOWYN, 
CARNARVON, NORTH WALES 

London, 

Sept: 17th 1812. 

For W. A. Madocks. 

My dear Sir, 

However desirable it may be to let Tanyrallt, I am afraid we 
can make nothing of the present ofiFer. 
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I should certainly refuse to let the house furnished for a single 
year to any one; indeed it is my wish to sell the furniture, Ao’ 
were an unexceptionable tenant to ofiFer, I think an arrangement 
might be made as to the furniture — in respect to Mr. Shelley 
however good his connexions may be, they do not seem at 
present much avail to him. He being himself under age, no 
security he can give will be at all binding, consequently if any 
treaty were to go on between us I should expect it to be carried 
on with some one whose covenants would be available. I have 
this day applied to Mr Westbrooke pursuant to your direction, 
and he informs me that Mr Shelley is the person he represents 
himself to be, and that he has married his daughter, but he de- 
clines giving any guarantee for rent or anything and even de- 
clines saying which plan for taking Tanyrallt is or is not proper 
for the young couple, and says that any application on those 
subjects or on any means of his future subsistence must be 
made to Mr Shelley’s own relations — in short his answers are 
in no respect satisfactory — under these circumstances I must 
explicitly declare the only terms on which I can treat with Mr 
Shelley — namely that he takes the furniture at a valuation and 
pays for it, I engaging to retake the same at a valuation at the 
end of a year if he then wishes to quit the place. I will then 
let him the house grounds etc at a rent to be agreed upon for 
one year, he however giving such collateral security as I shall 
approve of for the payment of the rent and performance of the 
covenant to keep up the place in a proper state of repair and 
under the circumstances I have this day learnt from Mr. West- 
brooke I should not wish this or any arrangement to take place 
without the consent of his own family and friends. The cir- 
cumstances of his being under age, and of his being at variance 
with his own family must make it very cautious how I deal 
with him, especially as I understand he has only a present al- 
lowance from his Father which may at any moment be with- 
drawn. In order that there may be no misunderstanding with 
Mr S. you had better to read to him my letter to this point. 

Indeed my dear Sir, I am afraid that Mr S. would by no 
means prove a sort of tenant that would be useful to us, a young 
man who has I suspect married much beneath him, and thereby 
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oflFended his family, with a confined and dependant income, 
would most probably be ill able to pay his rent, and would 
besides incur debts with the tradesmen in the town which he 
would be unable to pay — if indeed his residence was to be 
sanctioned by his friends, he might prove a valuable tenant, 
they being highly respectable and opulent, but without their 
consent I am afraid he would only prove a burden — you must 
take especial care to not let Mr Shelley into possession of the 
house or premises for if he gets in we may have great difficulty 
in getting him out again. 

You will hear from me again in a day or two and I hope see 
me by the middle of next week. 

I remain. 

Yours &c 

S. GmOLESTONE 

Lincolns Inn, 

17th Sept 1812. 

4 

ELIZA WESTBROOK TO JOHN WILLIAMS, 
YNYSTOWYN, TREMADOC 

My dear Mr Williams, 

As Mr Shelley and myself have determined against our re- 
siding again at Tanyrallt we shall be obliged if you will send 
the boxes remaining there to my Father’s with proper directions 
23 Chapel Street, Grovenor Sqr. 

My good friend though disappointed you cannot be surprised 
at our not returning, the unpleasant scenes which occurred there 
would ever make that situation disagreeable, lovely as is the 
spot by nature, the neighbourhood is too corrupt for us ever to 
take delight in Tanyrallt again, particularly as a fixed residence. 
We are going to tour through the South of Ireland, and the Car- 
riage is now at the door waiting, all are engaged writing neces- 
sary letters. Mr Shelley will write himself soon. They unite in 
kindest remembrances with 

Yours very truly, 

E. W. [Eliza Westbrook] 
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I forgot to mention the boxes must be forwarded to London im- 
mediately as there are Library Books in them which is of con- 
sequence to have returned as soon as possible. Direct your 
letters as usual 35 Great CuflFe Street. 

The Shelleys left Dublin for the Lakes of Killarney about March 21 
or 22 and were hack in Dublin on March 31. Hence this letter should 
be dated about March 21, 1813. The figure 13 is decipherable in the 
frank mark. 


5 

S. GIRDLESTONE TO JOHN WILLIAMS, CONDUIT 
STREET, BOND STREET, LONDON 


My dear Sir, 

Mr Madocks was unfortunately detained out of town the 
whole of last week by the illness of his Brother, and conse- 
quently I could not see the contents of your letter to him, nor 
judge of Mr Shelley’s offers, and now upon receiving it, your 
letter does not go so far as to enable [me] to form any decisive 
opinion, because tho you say there is a copy of a deed in Doctors’ 
Commons which will prove that Mr Shelley will when he comes 
of age come into the possession of a large property, yet you do 
not tell me how I am to get a sight of that Deed, nor in whose 
hands it is, from your mentioning Doctors’ Commons, I think 
it must be Will and not a deed which he alludes to, if so, let him 
send me the name of the Testator and when and where he died, 
and I shall then be able to make the search and get at the copy. 
If however he is entitled under any deed, he must inform me 
in whose hands a copy of it is and how I can get a sight of it. 
And to show how desirous I am to accommodate Mr S. I will add 
that if upon search I find that Mr Shelley on coming of age will 
be in the possession of a considerable fortune, I will notwith- 
standing his present lack of means, let him Tanyrallt. 

His views and proposals certainly seem not honourable [dis- 
honourable?] but however much in earnest he may be, I must 
see that he does not deceive himself. If he will really have the 
command of property to the amount he specifies I might be able 
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to chalk out something which might be as beneficial to himself 
as it would be to Mr M, but I must previously know his means. 
The intended dissolution of Parliament which will probably take 
place in a day or two has very much disconcerted all my plans. 
Mr M. must I believe go off for Boston tomorrow. I hope there 
will not be any opposition there. I shall, however, think you 
will see me by the end of this week, so dont you or Mr Shelley 
come posting off to London in the expectation of seeing me or 
Mr M. as the motions of both are at present wholly uncertain. 
You will hear from me again in a day or two. 

I remain, Dear Sir, 
Yours, 

Lincolns Inn, S. Girdlestone. 

28th September 1813. 

Misdated or miscopied for 1812? Shelley was already of age on 
September 28, 1813. 

6 

D. E. VARNEY TO JOHN WILLIAMS, 
YNYSTOWYN, TREMADOC 

24 New Ormond Street, 
20th May [1815] 

My dear Sir, 

Upon application to Mr Shelley’s Solicitors I have been in- 
formed that my name does not appear in the list of Creditors, 
but your name is set down as a creditor to the amount of 350 £< 
imder a Bond with a penalty for 700 from whence I am led to 
conclude that the bond includes my debt as well as your own, 
the Solicitor further said that the arrangement for payment is 
as follows: — that those debts for the payment of which no se- 
curity has been given are to be discharged very speedily — the 
cash being ready, but those creditors who have procured se- 
curities for their money, of which number you unfortunately 
are, must wait a year longer for payment; tell me therefore in 
which class of creditors am I to be numbered. Mr. Madocks 
dined here yesterday and seemed much oppressed with the 
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hopeless state of the concerns, as mentioned to you in my letters 
of yesterday, and Girdlestone as well as I fear his health may 
be again thereby affected. I shall call on him the instant I have 
closed my letters. 

A consultation with Mr Murray is to be fixed some early day 
next week. 

I am. Dear Sir, 

Sincerely Yours, 

D. E. Varney. 

7 

D. E. VARNEY TO JOHN WILLIAMS, 
YNYSTOWYN, TREMADOC 

Knowle, 

20th June 1815. 

Dear Sir, 

I received your last letter two days since, and am much ob- 
liged to you for the account you give upon the proceedings on 
the Embankment. I calculate your present expenses at about 
£.136 per month, and if we employ the same force, the £700 
will last till about the 18th October, which seems to me to be 
a good time to give over working, provided the Bank can then 
be pronounced in a good state of security: — that is to say, 
provided it should then be completed in every part, equal to 
the work commenced and finished last winter on the Merionth- 
shire side, if that were done and any money remained in hand, 
I should still be of opinion that the work ought to be suspended 
that the money might be reserved to meet some future storm 
possibly threatening a breach; such is my opinion, and it is a 
pleasure to me to observe that you very generally concur in 
my opinions upon this subject. 

I have been informed that you have received £150 of the 
debt due from Shelley, all the money provided for the payment 
of Shelley’s debts is now exhausted and that act of justice must 
be suspended till more money comes in which will be in No- 
vember next, the money has failed in consequence of Shelley 
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stating his debts less than they are, and in order to justify this 
statement he is actually guilty of abundant falsities, in order to 
get rid of the £. 100 due to me for hire of furniture, he said, that 
he had resided at Tanyrallt only two months, and that the instant 
he had quitted it, I sold the furniture; Did you ever hear of a 
more ungrateful fellow? His Attorney however promises that 
all his debts will be paid by the Father — in November next. 

I have written to inform him that he cannot have either the 
carpet or linen upon the terms of hiring them. I must make 
myself up to this disappointment and search for some other fund 
to pay the workmen. 

You will be glad to hear that Mr Girdlestone is recovering 
very nearly as much himself as ever, and that I hope he will suf- 
fer little further interruption from Mr Madock’s creditors; he 
had indeed suffered very much from them, nor has he ever re- 
ceived the least aid from Mr M’s friends; Not one of Mr M’s 
friends would sign the Bond which procured for him the liberty 
of the Fleet and thereby enabled him to feed his miserable wife 
and children during his confinement, whence he was discharged 
by the Insolvent Act. 

I began this letter at Uffington, but am finishing it at a small 
public house half way between Warwick and Birmingham. 

I travel very slowly with the view of sparing a very young 
horse, and do not expect to reach Tremadoc till Sunday after- 
noon, if you can give me a well aired bed on Sunday night I 
shall be obliged, for I shall thereby not only save my horse, 
which will have travelled from Bettws on that day, but I shall 
be at hand to inspect the Bank on Monday morning, as the 
money now laying out is evidently brought forth at my strong 
instance and advice, I feel bound in duty to give the application 
as much personal attention as possible; this I have promised 
to do and I think I could not feel a stronger and more anxious 
interest in the success of it, if the whole were my own. 

I remain Dear Sir, 
Yours sincerely, 

D. E. Vabney. 

Do not let it be generally known that I intend being with you 
on Srmday. 
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CHARLES CLAIRMONT TO FRANCIS PLACE 

12 January, 1815 [for 1816] 

My Dear Sir, 

You were kind enough, when I applied to you some months 
ago, to say you would have no objection to render me any little 
assistance in your power to enable me to cast about and under- 
take some employment for my own subsistence. I was at that 
time engaged in a negotiation concerning a business in Ireland, 
the basis of which was founded on Shelley’s assistance. I re- 
frained from mentioning this to you at the time, because I was 
very well aware of your sentiments toward Shelley and was 
afraid they were evpn so inimical that you would perhaps have 
instantly renounced all advice or assistance on the ground of 
rejecting anything in which he was connected. After a more 
mature consideration on that point, however, I feel convinced 
this fear was needless. You have expressed in very strong terms 
your dislike of Shelley; but you have been prejudiced against 
him. I think Godwin’s treatment of Shelley unjust; yet he is 
most peculiarly circumstanced with regard to him; and it is I 
believe from Godwin alone that you have received your ac- 
counts. I do not know exactly how the case has been slated to 
you, but I judge in the most unfavourable light. I trust that 
you will not for a moment infer that I think Godwin capable 
of having asserted untruths in the matter; yet you must be 
aware that it is possible so to state mere facts, that without de- 
viating from the truth, one may make an argument appear on 
which side of a question one pleases, while the fairest deduction, 
perhaps, lies in the middle. — As the good respect I should be 
glad to obtain in your eyes may hang upon your forming a just 
decision on this subject, I wish, whatever are your opinions, to 
give you mine, in order that you may be convinced of my in- 
tegrity with regard to Shelley and my sisters and that you may 
understand my sentiments to be general principles, and not 
merely the adoption of interested motives. You are acquainted 
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with the facts; I will not therefore enter into them, however un- 
favourably they may have been stated to you; but simply give 
you my reasons why I think Shelley unjustly treated and why 
I am his friend. 

Here is a yoimg man of the greatest refinement and learning, 
and the most uncommon talent, by a puerile, inexperienced 
thoughtlessness married to a pretty trifling girl, of the most 
slender capacity, whose only pleasures and occupations are balls 
and theatres and such frivolous amusements. The particulars 
of the original connection between them are of a very remark- 
able nature, yet they are too long for insertion here. SufiBce it 
at present to assure you he never had for her any strong attach- 
ment; he thought her certainly a pretty woman, and was married 
to her when quite a boy, under circumstances so very peculiar 
as could never have Happened to any but one of so very strange 
a turn of mind as himself. Her love toward him was precisely 
of the same cold nature; this she most fully proved at the time 
of their separation. Her love for Shelley was absolutely none! 
So long as he was the minister of her pleasures and her re- 
spectability, she pretended a sympathy with his principles and 
an admiration of his character; but so soon as her interest be- 
came unconnected with his, she became his secret enemy and 
the enemy of his friends. Godwin, especially, though she knew 
his sentiments were inimical to Shelley’s conduct, for he both 
wrote to her and called on her, was instantly the object of her 
blackest calumny and invective. I know of facts concerning 
her misrepresentations of Godwin, which place the weakness 
and treachery of her natme in a conspicuous light. She associ- 
ated (I do not at all mean what the world calls criminally) 
with an Irish adventurer whom she commissioned to take all 
possible legal advantage of Shelley. She knew his embarrassed 
circumstances at the time, and yet glutted her revenge by run- 
ning up the most extravagant and needless bills against him, 
among tradesmen where she knew she could obtain credit. In 
short, it was only her Impotence to injure that rendered her in- 
nocent of the most wide spreading blasting mischief. My Dear 
Sir, I am susceptible of the most compassionate feeling for a 
woman placed in such a situation; and I would not require of 
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her a compromise of that dignity and self-respect which is the 
property of every female who thoroughly feels the extent of 
her claims as a woman and a wife; I would not require of her 
that she become a crouching, puling, begging suppliant; she 
has certainly every right to feel her pride injured; yet still I 
cannot think that a woman who sincerely loved, could descend 
to the low revenge of abuse and scurrility — Such conduct is 
neither affection, or virtue, or dignity, or even reconcilable with 
these properties. 

But now even suppose Mrs. Shelley’s passion for her husband 
had been as intense as that which Shelley felt for my sister; still 
I cannot see that this would have been sufficient to entitle her 
to the preference when it was a question with whom Shelley 
should associate and domesticate for life. A certain portion of 
unhappiness necessarily falls to her whose love is unretumed: 
would cohabitation have remedied this evil? Shelley felt he 
could not esteem her; would a generous hypocrisy have pro- 
cured the eflFects of passion? and if it could, how would the 
wretched victim of such a melancholy farce, a man of sensibility 
and virtue, have deserved this hopeless solitude of the heart? 
Because he is exquisitely framed to perceive and adore true 
excellence, must he be everlastingly chained to dullness and 
sickening folly? And who is she for whom this mighty sacrifice 
is prepared, for whom his happiness ( and so far as depends on 
his life and reason ) his usefulness is bartered? — She is totally 
unlike her companion. She delights in frivolous amusements, 
and despises from her heart all literature or learned accomplish- 
ments. Her fondness for her husband induces her to adopt prin- 
ciples, which she has neither the understanding or the courage 
to prefer for their intrinsic worthiness. Their intercourse must 
be full of irritating discomfitures. Their natures are distin- 
guished by antipathies which no despotism but that of mar- 
riage could ever attempt to coalesce. I am persuaded that he 
who leaves such a woman for another in every respect more 
suited to his intellectual nature, acts neither selfishly or sensu- 
ally. If it be true that a person is justified in terminating a 
connection thus unsatisfactory, when the other party has feel- 
ings in some degree mimical to the proceeding, surely the 
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justice is much more evident when the reluctance to the separa- 
tion clearly arises out of the most vicious and ignoble motives 
that can disgrace the human heart. 

What love can the person who enjoys frivolity and parade 
bear to the solitary student? Love is produced by a real or sup- 
posed sympathy of tastes and dispositions; subtract these causes; 
what remains but avarice or sensuality? — Perhaps you may 
think my sentiments too wild and undigested for a maturer age; 
yet if so I still hope you will agree with me in their bulk and 
main tenor. I believe you to be a thoroughly unprejudiced man, 
and I think I must have been wrong in supposing you would 
allow your judgement to be shackled on this subject. This long 
account is no doubt troublesome and tedious to you; yet I am 
afraid it was necessary; I want you not to w'ithdraw from me 
your assistance; and as the arrangements I am desirous of mak- 
ing render me closely connected with Shelley, I judged it proper 
to convince you of the purity of my feeling in being so. 

[Charles goes on to explain that he has left Godwins house with 
the latter's consent, because he is of no use there, and that about two 
months ago he went over to Ireland to investigate a distillery busi- 
ness which he felt was an excellent investment, promising 20 or 25 
per cent return, and gives further account of its advantages. Then:] 

I am only prevented from an immediate accession to this very 
advantageous prospect by the abominable and unavoidable de- 
lays which have occurred in Shelley’s now pending arrange- 
ments with his father. Shelley wishes to provide me with the 
necessary capital and on which I am to pay him the same in- 
terest he would acquire on it in the funds. He is willing even 
to make a present sacrifice, in order to procure a speedy arrange- 
ment, and to obtain for me the money on the same terms as he 
is now settling with his father, which is about £,100 for £65. 
If I allow this sacrifice of course it would be my duty to see it 
afterwards made up to him; but I think this way of managing 
the thing out of the question, as the largest profits of the most 
prosperous business on earth could scarcely make it worth 
while to incur so heavy a loss. It is on this aflfair that I come 
to demand your consideration; some method may strike your 
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experienced and active mind of accomplishing my object; but 
if this is impossible you will still be able to give me very valuable 
advice concerning some occupation for a present immediate 
subsistence. . . . 

The letter ends by offering to show estimates, letters, and documents 
on the distillery project. 

Original in British Museum, Add. MSS 35,152, folios 191-4. Sum- 
marized in part in Helen Rossetti Angeli: Shelley and His Friends 
in Italy {London, 1911), 76. 

The same manuscript volume contains Place's reply, dated Jan. 14, 
1816, showing that Clairmont' s date of 1815 should he 1816. 

Place briefly replied that if the project looked as promising to him 
as to Clairmont he would not invest his own money in it on his own 
account, and " of course I cannot agree to withdraw it [i.e., his money 
from present investments] to lend it to another, neither can I consent 
to take the chance of being involved in any transaction between you 
and Shelley." He promised to continue to help Charles find employ- 
ment. 
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BRIEF FOR SHELLErS DEFENCE IN THE CHANCERY 
SUIT OVER HARRIET’S CHILDREN 


In the late 1870 s or early 1880’s Mr. Harry Buxton Forman had 
copies made of the documents in the Chancery suit which was 
instituted to deprive Shelley of the custody of his two children 
by Harriet. These papers were used by Professor Dowden in his 
life of Shelley. All but one of them, apparently, were later pub- 
lished by Mr. Forman in Appendix HI of his edition of Med- 
win’s Revised Life of Shelley, pages 463-86. The present brief 
was in Mr. Formans possession at that time and earlier; it is 
mentioned in a footnote on page 466 as “ the brief prepared by 
Shelley’s Solicitor, Longdill, for the use of his chief Counsel, 
Mr. Wetherell, a paper in my possession, from which Professor 
Dowden drew some interesting particulars.” Why it was not 
published with the others I do not know. At some time after 
Mr. Forman’s death it became a part of the Luther A. Brewer 
collection, now in the library of the University of Iowa. It is 
here published by the kind permission of the librarian. 

Nmnerous notes appear on the backs of the pages of the 
original manuscript, evidently written down hastily as memo- 
randa or points to be used in rebuttal. They are all difficult to 
decipher, and except for one note on the back of page one, which 
is here appended, they seem too fragmentary or insignificant 
to include with the original document. 

IN CHANCERY 

Eliza lanthe Shelley and Charles Bysshe 
Shelley infants by John Westbrooke their 
maternal Grandfather and next Friend . . . 
Plaintiffs . . . 

and 

Elizabeth Westbrooke spinster John Hig- 
508 


BETWEEN 




1817] Summary of Plaintiffs’ Brief 

Brief for Defend- ham Esq. Percy Bysshe Shelley Esq. Sir 
ant P. B. Shelley Timothy Shelley Baronet and John West- 
brook Esq. . . . Defendants . . . 

To the right Honorable the Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britian. 

The humble Petition of the said Plaintiffs — SHEWETH/ 

That in the month of August in the Year 1811 the s^ Percy 
Bysshe Shelley married Harriet Westbrook who was the 
daughter of the s^ John Westbrooke and that your Petitioners 
are the only issue of the s'* marriage and that after the birth 
of your Petitioner Eliza lanthe Shelley and while the said 
Harriet Shelley was pregnant with your Petitioner Charles 
Bysshe Shelley the said Percy Bysshe Shelley became ac- 
quainted with a Wm. Godwin the Author of a Work called 
Political Justice and other Works and with a Mary Godwin 
his Daughter and that the s'* Percy Bysshe Shelley about 3 
years ago deserted his s'* wife and unlawfully cohabited with 
the s'* Mary Godwin And that thereupon the said Harriet Shel- 
ley returned to the House of her father the s^ John Westbrooke 
and brought your Petitioner Eliza lanthe Shelley with her and 
soon afterwards your Petitioner Charles Bysshe Shelley was 
bom in the House of the s'* John Westbrooke And your 
Petitioners have ever since continued and are now in the 
Custody and under the care and protection of the said John 
Westbrooke and of his Daughter the s^ Eliza*" Westbrooke the 
Sister of the said Harriet Shelley. 

That from the time the s'* Harriet Shelley was deserted by 
her said Husband until a short time previously to the time of 
her Death she lived with the s'* John Westbrooke her father 
And that in the Month of December last she died and that the 
s* Percy Bysshe Shelley ever since he so deserted his said Wife 
has unlawfully cohabited with the s'* Mary Godwin and is 
now unlawfully cohabiting with her and has several illigiti- 
mate Children by her.* 

* Here the following marginal note appears: “Cohabiting with 
Mary Godwin.” The writing appears to have been done by the same 
hand making the notes on die backs of the sheets of the document 
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That the s'* Sir Timothy Shelley the Father of the Percy 
Bysshe Shelley did in the Year 1815 concur with the s'* Percy 
Bysshe Shelley in making a Settlement of certain Estates be- 
longing to the s^ Sir Timothy Shelley and Percy Bysshe Shel- 
ley whereby the s’’ Percy Bysshe Shelley became and is now 
indebted to a Yearly rent Charge or Annuity of £1000 sub- 
ject to the payment there out of the Yearly Sum of £200 to 
the s^ Harriet Shelley during her life. 

That while your Petitioners lived with the said John West- 
brooke they were supported partly by their Mother and partly 
by the said Jn. Westbrooke and the s^ Percy Bysshe Shelley 
did not contribute to their support. 

That the s^ Defendant Percy Bysshe Shelley vows himself 
to be an Atheist and that he hath since his s'" Marriage writ- 
ten, published a certain Work called “ Queen Mab ” with 
notes and other Works that he hath therein blasphemously 
derided the Truth of the Christian revelation and denied the 
existence of a God as the Creator of the Universe. 

That since the Death of the s'* Harriet Shelley the s'* Deft. 
Percy Bysshe Shelley has demanded that your Petitioners 
should be delivered up to him and that he intends if he can 
to get possession of their Persons and Educate them as he 
thinks proper. 

That in order to make some Provision for your Petitioners 
the s'* John Westbrooke hath transferred the sum of £2000 
4 Cent. Bank Annuities into the names of the s^ Defts. Elizb. 
Westbrooke and John Higham And that the same is now 
standing in their names. 

That an Indenture bearing date the 2’"* day of Janry 1817 
has been duly made between the s^ Jn. Westbrooke of the 1®* 
Part your Petitioners Eliz^ lanthe Shelley and Charles Bysshe 
Shelley of the 2"'* part and the s'* Defts Eliz^ Westbrook and 
John Higham of the 3'''* Part And that the same has been exe- 
cuted by your Petitioner John Westbrooke and the said De- 
fendants Elizabeth Westbrooke and John Higham And that 
by the s'* Inre After reciting the s'* transfer it was agreed that 
they the s* Defts. Eliz* Westbrooke and John Higham and 
the Survivor of them and the Executors and Admors of such 
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Survivor should stand possessed of and interested in the said 
Sum of £.2000 4 Cent consol^ Bank Annuities. Upon trust 
for your Petitioners equally to be divided between them 
share and share alike and to be paid assigned or transferred 
to them respectively in manner following that is to say One 
Moiety or half part thereof to be paid assigned or transferred 
to your Petitioner Eliza lanthe Shelley when she shall attain 
the Age of 21 Years or be married ( with the consent in writ- 
ing of your Petitioner John Westbrooke or of such Person as 
he shall by Deed or Will appoint) which shall first happen 
And the other Moiety or half part thereof to be assigned or 
transferred to your Petitioner Charles Bysshe Shelley when 
he shall attain the Age of 21 Years But in case your s^ Peti- 
tioner Eliza lanthe Shelley shall happen to depart this Life 
under the Age of 21 Years and without having married with 
such consent as afores'* or your Petitioner Chars. Bysshe Shel- 
ley shall depart this Life under the Age of 21 Years Then in 
that Case the whole of the s'* sum of £2000 4 Cent consoP 
Bank Annuities shall go and be paid to the Survivor of your 
Petitioners Eliza lanthe Shelley and Chas. Bysshe Shelley 
at such time as is mentioned with respect to her or his original 
Moiety of the s^ Trust Moneys and upon Trust in the mean- 
time and until your Petitioners or the survivor of them shall 
become intitled to an absolute vested Interest in the s'* trust 
monies to pay and apply all or a sufficient part of the divi- 
dends and annual Produce of the s'* trust fund for and 
towards the maintenance and education as afores^ Upon 
trust to accumulate the same upon the same Trusts as are 
declared concerning the said Sum of £2000 4 Cent Consol'* 
Bank Annuities and without making any distinct" in the 
shares from which such accumulations shall arise And, upon 
further Trust that in case yom: Petitioners should depart this 
Life before the Interest of either of them in the s^ Trust 
Monies sho'* become payable and transferable under the 
Trusts before set forth then that the s'* Trustees or Trustee 
for the time being shall stand possessed of and interested 
in the s* Trust fund in trust for the s’* Defendant Jn. West- 
brooke his Exors Admors and Assigns to and for his and 
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their own use and benefit absolutely Provided always and 
it is thereby declared and agreed that it shall and may be 
lawful to and for the s'* Trustees and the Survivor of th'^m 
or other the trustees or Trustee for the time being of the s* 
Bank Annuities by and with the consent in Writing of the 
s* Jn. Westbrooke if living but if dead then by and of the 
proper Authy. of the same Trustees respectively to raise 
any sum of Money by and out of the trust fund not ex- 
ceeding in the whole £300 and to apply the same for the 
preferment and advancement in the world or other benefits 
and advantage of your Petitioner Charles Bysshe Shelley as 
they the s^ Trustees or other the trustees or trustee for the 
time being thereof shall in their his or her discretion think 
fit notwithstanding your Petitioner Chas Bysshe Shelley shall 
not then have attained his Age of 21 Years. 

That your Petitioner Eliza lanthe Shelley is now of the Age 
of 3 Years and a half or thereabouts and your Petitioner Chas. 
Bysshe Shelley is of the Age of 2 Years or thereabouts.^ 

That your Petitioners have lately filed their Bill in this 
Honorable Court setting forth the matters afores** and pray- 
ing amongst other Things that the Fortunes of your Peti- 
tioners and their Persons may be placed under the protection 
of this Honorable Court and that a proper Person or proper 
Persons may be appointed to act as their Guardian or Guard- 
ians and that all proper directions may be given for their 
maintenance and education and that the Trusts of the s'’ In- 
denture may be performed and that if necessary the said 
sum of £2000 4 Cent Bank Annuities may be transferred into 
the name of the Accountant General of this Honorable Gourt 
upon the Trust of that Indenture and that in the mean time 
the s^ Percy Bysshe Shelley may be restrained by the Injunc- 
tion of this Honorable Court from taking Possession of the 
Persons of your Petitioners Eliza lanthe Shelley and Chas, 
Bysshe Shelley and for general relief. 

’ The age of Eliza lanthe Shelley is blurred, but in the margin is 
written “ 3J* ” and “ 2,” the last number evidently referring to the 
age of Charles Bysshe Shelley. 
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PRAYER 

That it may be referred to one of the Masters of this Hon- 
orable Court to appoint the s^ Jn. Westbrooke and the s^ Eliz’’ 
Westbrooke or some other proper Person or Persons to act 
as the Guardian or Guardians of your Petitioners and to ap- 
prove of a proper Plan for their maintenance and education 
and that the s'* Percy Rysshe Shelley may be restrained by 
the Injunction of this Honorable Court from taking Posses- 
sion of the Persons of your Petitioners or either of them or 
that your Lordship will make such other order therein as 
shall be just. 

AND your Petitioners shall ever Pray thee. 

AFFIDAVIT of Elizabeth Westbrooke 
one of the above named Defts. 
sworn 10th Janry. 1817. 

STATES 

That she knows and is well acquainted with the Hand- 
writing of Percy Bysshe Shelley Esq. one of the above named 
Defts. in this cause having frequently seen him write. That 
she hath looked upon certain paper Writings now produced 
and shewn to her at the time of swearing this her Affidavit 
and marked respectively 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. That the s'" 
Paper Writings are all of the Hand writing of the s'* Deft 
Percy Bysshe Shelley and were resptively addressed by 
him to Harriet his late Wife deced the sister of this Defent. 
That the female ment'^ or referred to in the s^ Letters marked 
respectively 2. 4. 6. 9. under the name or designation of 
" Mary ” and in the s^ other Letters by the Character or de- 
scription of the Person with whom the s'* Deft, had connected 
or associated himself is Mary Godwin in the Headings of 
this Cause named whom the s'* Deft Percy Bysshe Shelley 
in the Life time of his s'* Wife and in or about the middle 
of the Year 1814 took to cohabit with him and hath ever 
since continued to cohabit and still doth cohabit with That 
she hath looked upon a certain other paper Writing pro- 
duced and shewn to this Depont. now at the time of swear- 
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ing this her Affidavit and tnarked 10 That the same Paper 
Writing is of the Hand Writing of the s'* Deft. Percy Bysshe 
Shelley and was addressed by him to this Depont. since 
the dece. of her s'’ Sister the late wife of the s” Percy 
Bysshe Shelley That the Person referred to in the last men" 
Letter “ As the Lady whose Union with the s" Deft, this Deft, 
might excusably regard as the Cause of her Sisters ruin ” is 
also the s'’ Mary Godwin That she hath looked upon a certain 
printed Book produced and shewn to this Depont. now at 
the time of swearing this her Affidavit and marked with the 
Letter A and entitled “ Queen Mab ” with notes subjoined 
thereto and a certain printed Book a Pamphlett marked with 
the Letter B entitled a Letter to Lord Ellenborough occa- 
sioned by the sentence which he passed on Mr. D. I. Eaton 
as publisher of the 3rd part of Paines Age of Reason That 
the s'’ Books marked resptively. A B were resptively. written 
and published by the s'* Deft. Percy Bysshe Shelley as she 
this Dept, knows she having frequently seen the manuscript 
of such respective Books in the Handwriting of the s'’ Deft, 
and having repeatedly seen him engaged in writing the same 
That the s'’ Printed Books now produced were presented by 
the s'’ Deft to his s'’ late Wife the Sister of this Depont. That 
she hath since the death of her s'’ Sister received several ap- 
plications from the s'’ Deft Percy Bysshe Shelley and from 
Mr. Leigh Hunt on his behalf demanding the s" Pts. to be de- 
livered up to the s" Deft Percy Bysshe Shelley. 

FURTHER AFFIDAVIT of the said 
Elizabeth Westbrooke sworn 
13th Jan. 1817 
STATES 

That in the Month of Aug. in the Year 1811 the above 
named Deft Percy Bysshe Shelley married Harriet West- 
brooke a Daughter of the above named Deft. John West- 
brooke and Sister of this Depont. and the s" Pts. are the only 
Issue of the s'’ Marriage That after the birth of the s'’ Pt. Eliza 
lanthe Shelley and while the s'* Harriet Shelley was pregnant 
with the s" Chas. Bysshe Shelley he the s'* Percy Bysshe Shel- 
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ley deserted his Wife and as this depont. hath been informed 
and verily believes unlawfully cohabited with Mary Godwin 
in the Pleadings in this cause named And thereupon the s* 
Harriet Shelley returned to the House of her s'* Father and 
took the pt. Eliza lanthe Shelley with her and soon after- 
wards the Pt. Chas. Bysshe Shelley was bom in the House 
of the s'* Jn. Westbrook and the s'* Pts. have since continued 
and are now in the Custody or under the care and protec- 
tion of the s'* Jn. Westbrooke and of this Depont. and from 
the time the s^ Harriet Shelley was deserted by her s'* Hus- 
band until a short time previously to her Death she lived with 
or under the protection of the s'* John Westbrook her Father 
And that in the Month of Dec. last she died That while the 
s'* Ptt. lived with or under the Care of the s'* Jn. Westbrooke 
they were supported partly by their Mother and partly by 
the s^ Jn. Westbrooke and in order to make some Provision 
for the s'* ptts. the s'* Jn. Westbrooke hath transferred the Sum 
of £-2000 Cent Bk. Annus, into the names of this Depont. 
and the above named Deft. Jn. Higham upon certain Tmsts 
declared thereof in and by the Indre. dated the 2nd Day 
of Janry Inst, in the Pleads, of this cause men^ and the same 
is now standing in their Names. 

OBSERVATIONS 

Mr. Shelley being extremely anxious to have the care of his 
Children, hopes that such a Case is not made out by Mr. and 
Miss Westbrooke, as will induce the Lord Chancellor to de- 
prive him of the natural rights of a Father. 

Little can be said in defence of “ Queen Mab.” It was how- 
ever written and printed by Mr. Shelley when he was only 19 
and as to the Publication of it, it was merely distributed to 
some few of his personal Friends; not 20 ever got abroad. The 
Copy which is referred to by Miss Westbrooke appears to be 
one which Mr. Shelley confidentially gave to his late Wife. Mr. 
Shelley has not been able to get a Copy of his Letter to Lord 
Ellenborough. A very few Copies of that were printed and 
none ever publickly circulated. 
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Notwithstanding Mr. Shelley’s violent Phillippics against the 
“ Despotism of Marriage,” as a Contract “ against delicacy and 
reason ” and as a system hostile to human happiness and not- 
withstanding his anticipated delights of the free enjoyment of 
“ choice and change ” which would result from the “ abolition 
of Marriage ” (see page 147 et seq of Queen Mab) Mr. Shelley 
married twice before he is 25! — he is no sooner liberated from 
the despotick chains which he speaks of with so much horrour 
and contempt, than he voluntarily forges a new set, and be- 
comes again a willing victim of this horrid despotism! It is 
hoped that a consideration of this marked difference between 
his speculative opinions and his actions, will induce the Lord 
Chancellor not to think very seriously of this boyish and silly, 
but certainly unjustifiable Publication of Queen Mab. 

There appears to be no case in print in which the Chancellor 
has exercised his right of taking Children from the care of their 
Father on account of his religious or irreligious opinions alone. 
The objection as to the adulterous connexion with Miss Godwin 
is at an end, and certainly no danger is at present to be appre- 
hended as to effect which the religious principles of the Father 
may have on the minds of the Children. 

As a Question involving the worldly Interest of the Children, 
it is conceived that the Lord Chancellor should, in this case, be 
very cautious how he exerts the Power which he is now called 
upon to exercise. Mr. Shelley is, under the Family Settlements, 
Tenant in Tail of the Shelley Estates in Sussex, which are prob- 
ably of the value of 60000. In these Estates he has, by suffer- 
ing a Recovery, acquired a base fee, and he has besides not 
very remote prospects of a still larger Inheritance. If the Ef- 
fect of taking these Children ( one of whom he has never seen ) 
from his care should be an estrangement of all feelings of pa- 
rental affection on one hand and of filial piety on the other, it 
is much to be feared that he may be led to look on the Children 
which he may have by his present Wife (by whom he has one 
bom during the late Mrs. Shelley’s life) as the sole objects of 
his affection, as well as of his pecuniary consideration. 

Part of the Prayer of the Petition is that Mr. and Miss West- 
brooke should be appointed Guardians. That part of the 
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Prayer it is presumed can not in the present state of the Affair 
be granted, but it is thought right to say that Mr. Westbrook 
formerly kept a Coffee House, and is certainly in no respect 
qualified to be the Guardian of Mr. Shelley’s Children. To Miss 
Westbrooke there are more decided objections — she is illiter- 
ate and vulgar, and what is perhaps a still greater objection, it 
was by her advice and with her active concurrence, and it may 
be said by her management that Mr. Shelley when of the Age 
of 19 ran away with Miss Harriet Westbrooke, then of the age 
of 17, and married her in Scotland. Miss Westbrooke the pro- 
posed Guardian was then nearly 30, and if she had acted as 
she ought to have done as the Guardian and Friend of her 
Younger Sister, all this misery and disgrace to both Families 
would have been avoided. 

Note on Reverse of Page 1 

Objective — The Plaintiff’s father is alive, and therefore no- 
body can have the Guardianship of him, by reason of the 
patriae populia; consequently this Court has not, and if so the 
Court cannot interfere. But this Court docs not act on the foot 
of Guardianship or Wardship: the latter is totally taken away 
by the Stat. Car: 2, and without claiming the former, and dis- 
claiming the latter, has a general right delegated by the Crown 
as pater patria, to interfere in particular cases, for the benefit 
of such who are incapable to protect themselves. And it is no 
objection that the father of such persons is living; for infants 
in the life of the father, are in this Court by prochim amy and 
defend by Guardian. This Court will protect the Estate of the 
Infant against the father, and prevent its coming into the 
father’s hands. 
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THE PORTRAITS AND BUSTS OF SHELLEY 


There are no portraits or sketches of Shelley that may be fully 
relied upon as true likenesses. The portrait which most nearly 
corresponds to verbal descriptions has hitherto never been pub- 
lished; and the portrait most beloved by twentieth-century 
Shelleyans will be shown in this discussion to be not Shelley 
at all, but Leigh Hunt. Thornton Hunt believed that imperfect 
portraiture was responsible for many misconceptions of Shel- 
ley s character and described the accepted portraits as resem- 
bling Shelley “ about as much as a lady in a book of fashions 
resembles real women ” ( Atlantic Monthly, XI, 184 and 202 ) . 
Peacock, Medwin and Trelawny were of similar opinion, and 
the former even considered that the best representation of 
Shelley’s appearance was to be found in the portrait of another 
man, Antonio Leisman, in the Florentine Gallery. 

The diflBculty of securing a reliable likeness of Shelley was 
fully realized by Mary Shelley, who on August 28, 1819 an- 
swered the Hunts’ request for a portrait: “ The Italian painters 
are very bad; they might make a nose like Shelley’s, and per- 
haps a mouth, but I doubt it; but there would be no expression 
about it.” In her next letter, September 24, she added: “ Italian 
artists cannot make portraits. We may chance to find an Eng- 
lish or German at Florence, and if so I will persuade Shelley 
to sit.” 

Two paintings of Shelley are known to have been made dur- 
ing the last years of his life, both by amateurs. Miss Amelia 
Gurran did an oil painting of him in Rome in 1819, but was soon 
dissatisfied with it and threw it aside. It was a mere accident 
that she did not bum it and was able later to reclaim and 
finish it to satisfy Mary Shelley’s intense longing for a portrait 
of her dead husband. Edward Williams did a small water- 
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colour shortly before the poet’s death. De Quincey saw a pen 
and ink sketch of the poet said to have been done while Shel- 
ley was at Oxford. Claire Clairmont’s journal for January 7 
and 9, 1820, mentions that a Mr. Tomkins, then associating 
with the Shelleys in Florence, “ takes Shelley’s likeness.” This 
was probably in fulfilment of Mary Shelley’s promise to Mari- 
anne Hunt, quoted above. From another source of informa- 
tion Lady Shelley knew of this likeness in July 1883 and 
spoke of it as having been done “ in black chalk ” ( Letters 
about Shelley, 80). It seems rather probable that Lady Shel- 
ley spoke of it as a sketch still extant, for her knowledge of it 
would not have come from the only written source, since Claire 
Clairmont’s journal makes no mention of the black chalk. She 
could have learned of it, however, from Mary Shelley’s conver- 
sation. Nothing has been heard of it since. Like all the others 
except the Curran painting, it seems now to have been lost. 

The portrait ma(Je by Clint after the poet’s death was “ com- 
posed ” from the amateur efforts of Miss Curran and Edward 
Williams, plus the oral suggestions and descriptions of Jane 
Williams and the poet’s widow. This seems to have satisfied 
Trelavray as a fair likeness. From this portrait and from the 
original by Miss Curran descend most of the portraits now cur- 
rent, except those of Shelley as a boy. There are extant three 
other alleged portraits of Shelley supposedly done from life, 
but the questions to which they give rise are so extensive that 
I reserve them for special treatment at the end of this note. 

Two portraits of Shelley as a boy are still extant, one of them 
completely authenticated, the other dubious. In the Pierpoint 
Morgan Library in New York is an unsigned miniature oil paint- 
ing of a brown-haired, fair-skinned boy of seven or eight la- 
belled on the frame “ P. B. Shelley ” and endorsed on the back 
of the frame: “ This miniature was given to me by my poor 
dear friend Shelley in the presence of Lord Byron. Leigh Hunt.” 
The handwriting is undoubtedly Hunt’s, and the portrait has 
an unbroken history as a Hunt family heirloom until about 1909, 
when it was purchased by Mr. Morgan from Mrs. Cheltman 
(n4e Jacintha Shelley Leigh Hunt) the youngest daughter of 
Leigh Hunt. From tiie fact that it could have been given to 
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Hunt only during the first week in July 1822 one may even re- 
construct with fair certainty the circumstances of the gift. 
Nearly three years earlier the Shelleys had received a portrait 
of Hunt with a request for their own portraits in return. Mary 
had promised a portrait of Shelley if a satisfactory English or 
German artist could be found when they got to Florence. For 
some reason or other the promise was not fulfilled, though a 
Mr. Tomkins did make a sketch of Shelley in Florence early 
in January 1820. On the first day of July 1822, when Shelley 
set out in the Don Juan to meet Hunt in Leghorn, he must have 
been disturbed by Mary’s almost hysterical reluctance to see 
him leave. Yet he remembered the boyhood portrait that must 
have been moved from Pisa with his other furniture and re- 
solved to greet his friend with the fulfilment of an old prom- 
ise that imder the circumstances might easily have been for- 
gotten. 

I* 

A supposed portrait of Shelley as a boy, said to have been 
painted by the Due de Montpensier, is owned by Sir John C. E. 
Shelley-Rolls. There is no authentication beyond traditional be- 
lief, and it does not fully agree with Shelley’s features, as later 
described. From the portrait, this boy is several years older 
than he could have been if the portrait was painted before the 
time that the Due de Montpensier is known to have ceased 
painting. Thus Richard Garnett was quite correct in asserting 
that either the portrait is not Shelley or the artist is not the Due 
de Montpensier. 

Next comes a group of reminiscent or imaginary portraits, in- 
teresting for their history and their effect on the popular notion 
of Shelley’s appearance rather than for their somewhat slight 
contribution toward real truth or understanding. 

Either in July 1822, a few days before Shelley’s death, or else 
within a year afterwards, Mrs. Leigh Hunt made a cut-paper sil- 
houette of Shelley which apparently has been lost. An engrav- 
ing from it by S. Freeman was published by R. Ackerman on 
October 6, 1826. It is not now to be found in the British Museum, 
however. Mrs. Hunt’s better-known silhouette of Byron is proof 
of her amateur skill in this early nineteenth-century art. Mary 
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Shelley, who had seen the silhouette of Shelley before her de- 
parture from Italy in 1823, thought highly enough of it to seek 
to borrow it for use as a help to Miss Curran in improving the 
somewhat unsatisfactory oil portrait which Miss Curran was 
then ( 1823-4 ) completing for her. On the end fly-leaf of Leigh 
Hunt’s copy of Letters of Mr. Pope and Several Eminent Persons 
is a pencil profile, resembling the Curran portrait, which the 
London Times (September 9, 1930) suggested is a sketch of 
Shelley done by Thornton Hunt as a boy. Its resemblance, its 
genuineness, and its present whereabouts are equally unknown. 

Afterwards, in 1829, Mary Shelley herself did a pencil sketch 
of Shelley based partly on memory and partly on the Curran 
portrait. This sketch was the basis of an unsatisfactory engrav- 
ing that was published in Galignani’s Paris edition of Shelley, 
Coleridge, and Keats in 1829. Mary had received drawing- 
lessons in both England and Italy, but her sketch is rather 
wooden and conventional and suggests her own stricture on 
Italian portrait-painters — that they conventionalize their sub- 
jects to types seen only in the tradition of their art. It is now in 
the library of the University of Texas, and has been published 
in Professor W. E. Peck’s Shelley: His Life and Works, H, 441. 

A reminiscent sculptured bust of Shelley was done after 
Shelley’s death by Mrs. Leigh Hunt, who was an amateur sculp- 
tress as well as a maker of silhouettes. It was owned at one time 
by Browning and is now in the possession of Dr. A. S. W. Rosen- 
bach, of New York and Philadelphia. An etching from this bust 
was done by William Bell Scott, somewhat “ improving ” the 
features, and was published by H. B. Forman in his edition of 
Trelawny’s letters (London, 1910, p. 270). A photograph of 
the bust appears as the frontispiece of my The Unextinguished 
Hearth. The bust is at least consistent with verbal descriptions 
in its representation of nose, chin, eyes, and cheeks. In these 
respects it is probably truer than the Curran and Clint portraits. 
But it emphasizes these particulars considerably more than 
the verbal descriptions warrant. On seeing it Thomas Carlyle 
coarsely remarked that Shelley seemed to have swallowed his 
chin, and to have disliked it. Yet it differs so greatly from 
the Curran and Clint portraits, which must certainly possess 
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some validity of another sort, that it is probably a bad general 
likeness, as Trelawny pronounced it. Why, then, should Leigh 
Hunt have pronounced the likeness — “ at times ” — to be 
“ startling ”? I suspect that “ at times ” refers to those times 
when both Hunt and his wife had seen Shelley in moods of 
melancholy or deep abstraction. “ I should conceive no one so 
difficult to pourtray,” Medwin remarked, apropos of the Wil- 
liams portrait (Revised Life, 313), “ the expression of his coun- 
tenance being ever flitting and varied, — now depressed and 
melancholy, now lit up like that of a spirit, — making him look 
one moment forty and the next eighteen.” 

In 1845 Joseph Severn produced his full-length oil painting 
of Shelley writing Prometheus Unbound among the ruins of the 
Baths of Caracalla. This painting now hangs in the Keats-Shel- 
ley Memorial at Rome. It is in the “ one frail form ” vein and 
as genuine portraiture has only such value as may inhere in an 
indifiFerent copy of a poor model, embellished in a misleading 
tradition. Mary Shelley considered it distinctly bad, and in a 
note to Marianne Hunt ( Bodleian Quarterly Record, autumn, 
1937, VIII, 419 ) pronounced the nose wrong and the mouth and 
facial contour defective. 

Several palpably fraudulent portraits and one false bust have 
turned up from time to time. The recumbent full-length figure 
of Shelley in white marble at University College, Oxford, is 
obviously the record of a sentimentally false idea and was never 
intended as a faithful representation of the poet's appearance. 
The bust of Shelley which appears on the monument at Viareg- 
gio represents a more manly conception, but is still the portrait 
of a sculptor’s idea rather than of Shelley himself. 

Not only are the authenticated and partly authenticated por- 
traits and bust confusing in their differences, but the Curran- 
Clint tradition — the dominant one — is plainly idealized and 
conventionalized beyond any close resemblance to truth. It was 
somewhat so in the beginning, and the tendency has been 
greatly extended by various Victorian engravings which sought 
to conform Shelley still more to the Victorian ideal. 

This Victorian idealization reached its climax in a truly re- 
markable portrait twice printed by Mr. H. B. Forman — once 

522 



1911P-35] 


The Soord Idealization 


in his edition of The Shelley Note Books ( Boston, 1911 ) with- 
out legend, and again in his edition of Medwin’s Revised Life 
of Shelley ( London, 1913 ) over two lines from Shelley’s poems, 
described in the List of Illustrations as "Portrait of Shelley; 
Photogravure by Henry Dixon and Son, from a drawing by 
Alfred Soord.” Alfred Soord was a Victorian artist who could 
not possibly have drawn Shelley from the life; otherwise the 
portrait might well have been taken as a genuine one, as 
it doubtless has been by members of a later generation 
to whom the artist is unknown. Miss Keith Glenn, of Cam- 
bridge, Massachusetts, first called my attention to the fact that 
it is an entirely faithful copy of Leonardo da Vinci’s Head of 
Christ, with only the necessary changes in hair and dress to 
fit it to Shelley’s historical period. In a letter to Miss Glenn, 
dated August 12, 1935, Mr. Maurice Buxton Forman has ex- 
plained the matter thus: 

My father and my uncle (Alfred Forman, the translator of Wagner, 
etc. ) coming upon the Leonardo “ Head of Christ ” one day were 
struck by the likeness to Shelley and it occurred to them that Shel- 
ley’s head posed at the same angle as the Leonardo, would make a 
wonderful representation of the lines facsimiled below the print in 
the Medwin Life of Shelley (Oxford University Press, 1913) I fancy 
they brooded over this for some time and then one day my father 
came upon some work of Mr, Soord’s and he decided that he was the 
man to carry out the idea, Soord was living in Hampstead at the 
time, liked the idea, and carried it out. I have the original here, and 
a very beautiful piece of work it is. 

In a later letter (October 24, 1935) Mr. Forman permitted my 
use of this information, adding: but please make it clear that 
it comes from me and not from my father, because, as I was 
abroad at the time, I may be quite wrong about the intention.” 

We now come to the three alleged contemporary portraits 
mentioned earlier and reserved for later discussion. Two of 
these, which have hitherto been almost entirely neglected, are 
probably genuine contemporary portraits. The third, which 
since 1905 has been almost imiversally accepted as one of the 
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two undoubtedly genuine portraits of Shelley in his maturity, 
I will show is certainly not a portrait of Shelley. 

Some years ago Mr. Gabriel Wells sold to Mr. George A. 
Plimpton for his portrait collection what he considered to be 
the Williams portrait of Shelley. This portrait is a thin, some- 
what expressionless pencil sketch, previously published only in a 
newspaper. In a letter of August 21, 1939 Mrs. Plimpton tells 
me that when it was recently taken out of its frame the discov- 
ery was made that there was another sketch of the same sub- 
ject on the reverse side. It was sold without any authenticat- 
ing documents. Both sides bear inscriptions stating that the 
sketches are of Shelley, done by E. E. Williams on November 
27, 1821, at Pisa — a date on which Shelley and Williams were 
together at Pisa. On one side is a pasted-on paper bearing 
Mary Shelley’s name and address in an unidentified hand. 
The latter could have no value as evidence, but if the hand- 
writing of the other two inscriptions could be verified as that 
of either Mary Shelley or Jane Williams the authentication 
would be absolute, since these two women alone were in a 
position to make such a statement from first-hand knowledge. 
But Jane Williams wrote an utterly different hand from the 
one here shown. Mary Shelley’s hand is in general similar to 
the one here shown and shares one or two peculiarities with 
it. However, Professor Frederick L. Jones, who is better ac- 
quainted with her handwriting than I am, assures me after 
careful comparison with a number of specimens that in his 
opinion the handwriting is not hers. The sketches are them- 
selves so thin and apparently extempore that I cannot believe 
either of them to have been the portrait by Williams which is 
known to have been used by Clint. The only acquaintance of 
Shelley who knew and described the Williams portrait was 
Medwin (Revised Life, 313). Medwin speaks of Williams as 
highly talented in producing “ sketches ” that were “ spirited 
and masterly ” and refers to his portrait of Shelley as a “ sketch ” 
and “ not a very happy miniature.” The term “ sketch ” (and 
also "drawing”) might in English usage apply to one of the 
pencil sketches under discussion, but it could also apply to a 
water-colour. Tradition refers to Medwin’s portrait as a sketch, 
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a drawing, and a water-colour sketch, but prefers the last. Med- 
win’s “miniature,” however, could refer only to a portrait in 
colour, and could hardly apply to a portrait so large as the pencil 
sketch, which is 12^ by 10^ inches. 

Nevertheless, though Medwin’s reference does not apply, and 
though the documentation seems inconclusive, I believe these 
sketches actually to be sketches of Shelley by Edward E. Wil- 
liams. They violate no known detail of Shelley’s appearance, 
and they could easily be regarded as sketches by the same 
man, and of the same subject, as the small water-colour portrait 
which I shall next attribute to Williams. The similarities of 
dress, eyes, eyebrows, ears, and shoulder seem to me to be more 
reasonably attributable to the fact that subject and artist are 
the same than to a coincidence which also coincides with verbal 
descriptions. 

The phrases of Medwin’s reference to the Williams portrait 
apply readily enough to a small water-colour, by 4^ inches, 
hitherto unpublished, which came into the possession of Mr. 
H. B. Forman in 1912. This portrait was purchased of James 
Gunn, a respectable dealer in Bedford Street, Strand, and bears 
the following inscriptions: 

Directly under the portrait: 

Lower right-hand comer of mounting paper: 

On back of portrait: 

On back of portrait, faintly pencilled: 

Robert Hancock was a fairly well-known painter of porcelain 
in Clifton, near Bristol, who died in 1817 at the age of eighty- 
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seven. His porcelain work was sometimes signed “ R. Hancock, 
fee.,” and he is known to have done in 1796 the crayon portraits 
of Lamb, Wordsworth, Southey, and Coleridge that were pv’*- 
chased for the National Portrait Gallery in 1877, but I can find 
no evidence that he painted portraits in oil or water-colour. 

The dealer who sold this portrait to Mr. Forman speeified in 
his bill of sale (still owned by Mr. M. B. Forman) that he 
would not guarantee the signature. Mr. Forman himself came 
to believe that it was the lost Williams water-colour and began 
writing a paper expressing this belief. This paper was left un- 
finished at his death, and at the sale of his library the portrait 
was bought for Mrs. R. Murray Crane, as the Williams portrait. 
Recent examination of a photograph of this portrait has elicited 
from the National Portrait Gallery (through the kind ofiiees of 
Mr. M. B. Forman) the emphatic opinion that it is in every de- 
tail plainly the work of an amateur, and eoujd not possibly have 
been painted by R. Hancoek, a professional. 

This judgment seems final. Unfortunately no signature of 
Hancock could be found for comparison with the signature on 
the Shelley portrait. However, if the portrait were a genuine 
portrait of Shelley painted in 1815 one would expect that Shel- 
ley’s name written under it would be Shelley’s signature or 
else Shelley’s name written honestly in an entirely different 
hand. I reproduce this ascription below, with Shelley’s genuine 
signature and Mary Shelley’s signature of a letter copied for 
Shelley. These signatures show that the first could not have 
been written by either Shelley or Mary, but is probably in- 
tended as an imitation of Shelley’s signature. 

From the water-colour: 

Shelley, August 27, 1820: 

Mary Shelley, October 22, 1821: 
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Since this portrait cannot be what it pretends to be, how did 
the pretence arise? One thinks at once of the water-colour por- 
trait of Shelley by Edward Williams. This portrait was lost or 
stolen at some time prior to 1869. The probable imitation of 
Shelley’s signature under the picture strongly suggests that 
it was stolen. A stolen portrait whose authentication depends 
upon the testimony of witnesses who cannot be invoked by 
the thief must be supplied with another authentication and an- 
other artist if it is to be sold. The same reasoning would apply 
if the portrait was lost and later believed to be Shelley’s. The 
impostor needed only to find an artist who could have been in 
the same place with Shelley at the same time, and who was no 
longer alive. R. Hancock, of Clifton, painted small portraits, 
and was not too well known to suit the impostor’s purpose. 
From Shelley Memorials, published in 1859, anyone could have 
learned that Shelley had been in Clifton in 1815. If Hancock’s 
signature was available it was probably imitated as Shelley’s 
was. 

Let us now examine more closely the possibility that the por- 
trait falsely attributed to R. Hancock — a portrait without au- 
thentication — may be the lost portrait of Shelley by Edward 
Williams — an authentication, so to speak, without a portrait. 

Medwin’s rather vague but undoubtedly authentic account 
of the Williams portrait fits it exactly. W. M. Rossetti’s mention 
of it {Letters About Shelley, 29) as a small water-colour por- 
trait also fits, as far as it goes, and probably has behind it the 
authority of Rossetti’s conversations with Trelawny. The water- 
colour has some points of resemblance to the pencil-sketches 
supposed to be by Williams and is in no way really inconsist- 
ent with them. 

This is rather vague and negative evidence, but it does estab- 
lish the necessary point that the alleged Hancock portrait could 
be the Williams portrait of Shelley. We can now go a step 
further and show that if it is a portrait of Shelley it must be 
the Williams portrait. This follows from the known fact that 
the only painted portraits of Shelley after he left England were 
those by Williams and Miss Amelia Curran. 

It may be significant that the portrait is labelled Shelley in 
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two diflFerent hands; even though the other labels are false, 
there must have been some genuine reason for calling it Shelley 
rather than someone else. Miss Curran s portrait is of little di- 
rect use in identifying this one, because it is known to have been 
different, and also unsatisfactory. One has to fall back upon 
Marianne Hunt’s reminiscent bust (also unsatisfactory) and 
upon the verbal descriptions of the poet. It would be too cum- 
brous to compare the portrait with all the verbal descriptions; 
one can only say that they furnish no details which could throw 
suspicion on the painting as a portrait of Shelley. But since 
Williams’s portrait must have been painted between January, 
1821 and July, 1822, and was probably painted in 1822, let us 
quote the most detailed description of Shelley at that time. Its 
probable author was Leigh Hunt, and it was first published in 
1838 in the Literary arid Pictorial Repository: 

This great poet . . . was about five feet ten, or eleven in height, 
and peculiarly slim, so as to give him an aspect even of fragility. 
His hair and complexion were light, the face finer than the hand- 
somest cduld possibly be. The eyes were produced, watchful, and 
full of the most impassioned feeling; brilliant, yet of a mild thought- 
fulness which softened what would otherwise have been their wild 
expression. The nose was straight and small, and finely carved; the 
mouth narrow, the lip protruding, the upper one being, a sculptor 
might think, too long; hut it was at all events not sufficiently so to 
mar the sensitiveness and tremulous firmness ( if I may be allowed 
the expression ) which characterized it. The chin receded, and was 
small and pointed. The cheeks were slightly sunken; the forehead 
was broad, but not intellectual in the phrenological sense of the 
word. . . . His dress, when I saw him in Italy, a short time previous 
to his death . . . consisted of a large-brimmed leghorn hat, such as 
are worn by planters; a jane jacket and waistcoat, and nankeen 
trousers, all fitting loosely to the body. His collar he wore up; but 
because it was supported by no neckcloth it seldom long retained 
its erect position, or if one side of it did, the other did not, having 
upon the whole the appearance not decidedly the reverse of neglig6. 

This is by far the fullest, most detailed, objective, and un- 
romanticized description of Shelley, and it has the advantage 
of being Shelley widiin a few months of the time the Williams 
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portrait was painted. Practically every detail in it receives some 
confirmation from other sources. It explains more fully Shel- 
ley’s own reference to his nose, and Mary Shelley’s mention of 
the difficulty of painting his lips and eyes and mouth. Trelawny 
constantly mentions the jacket Shelley wore at this time, and it 
is mentioned in the official Italian report of the discovery of his 
body. 

This description is strikingly in accord with Marianne Hunt’s 
bust, which reproduces — and amateurishly exaggerates — 
nearly all of the peculiarities mentioned in it. It is not in ac- 
cord with the Curran portrait principally in those irregulari- 
ties which were in Mary Shelley’s opinion hard to paint and 
which may be presumed to form the basis of her objection to 
that portrait, as they did to the Severn portrait which was based 
on it. But when this description is compared with the falsely la- 
belled “ Hancock ” portrait, it is immediately obvious that the 
portrait is in no respect inconsistent with the description, and 
that several details are surprisingly corroborated. The jacket, 
the careless collar witliout neckcloth, the “ produced,” slightly 
wild-looking eyes, the small, pointed, receding chin, extraordi- 
nary upper lip, slightly sunken cheeks, and broad forehead — 
all are in such evident correspondence that the portrait could 
only have been painted from the written description or from 
life. 

It is true that the figure in the portrait can scarcely be called 
“ peculiarly slim,” but in this detail the writer must have been 
thinking of Shelley as he had appeared in England, for Thorn- 
ton Hunt, describing Shelley as in July 1822, makes particular 
mention of the greater fullness of his figure and says that Shel- 
ley’s chest appeared to have developed to the extent of about 
four inches. There is another detail of possible significance, not 
mentioned in the description. According to Medwin and Tre- 
lawny, Shelley’s hair was beginning in 1822 to show a slight 
touch of gray. This fact is definitely suggested by this portrait, 
and by no other. In short, the water-colour resembles both the 
descriptions of Shelley and Marianne Hunt’s bust of Shelley 
too closely to be a portrait of anyone but Shelley. It seems fan- 
tastic to suppose that such a portrait could have been painted 
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from oral descriptions only. Therefore it must be a portrait of 
Shelley from life, and, if so, it can be no other than the lost 
water-colour “ miniature ” painted by Edward Williams. 

This conclusion is, supported by an examination of the Clint 
portrait and the self-portrait of Antonio Leisman. The Clint 
portrait is known to have been an effort to correct the errors of 
the Curran portrait by combining it with the Williams portrait. 
When the Clint and Curran portraits are compared, it will be 
found that Clint did little more than copy Miss Curran. In 
the Clint portrait the forehead is perhaps slightly higher and 
broader, the chin slightly more receding. These differences — 
if they are clearly perceptible — are in the direction both of the 
verbal description and of the portrait which I now venture to 
call the Williams portrait. A more perceptible variation is in 
the upper lip, which in the Clint portrait appears to be a true 
compromise between the Curran and the Williams portraits. 
Though the eyes are darker in the Clint and Curran portraits, 
all three could be easily taken for portraits of the same man. 
If we now turn to the self-portrait of Antonio Leisman which 
Peacock said resembled Shelley more than any of the published 
portraits, we can easily see why. The nose, the upper lip, and 
the chin correspond almost exactly with the description I have 
quoted and with the Williams portrait — more so than either 
Ae Clint or the Williams portrait. Also, like the Williams por- 
trait, it is more masculine and vital. 

The conclusion that the portrait I have used as my frontis- 
piece to Volume I must be the lost portrait of Shelley by Wil- 
liams can be incorrect only if the resemblances I have traced are 
all meaningless coincidence. But since these resemblances are 
matters of individual opinion I can hardly claim to have proved 
my conclusion. More objective proof might have been forth- 
coming through an expert comparison of the water-colour with 
Williams’s authenticated self-portrait in the British Museum. 
This examination had already been arranged when the out- 
break of the present war forced its indefinite postponement. 

If I have so far failed to mention the oil painting by William E. 
West which has become almost the darling of Twentieth-Cen- 
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tury Shelleyans it is because I have strong grounds for a con- 
viction that it is not a portrait of Shelley at all. These grounds 
are sufficiently lengthy and detailed to demand a separate and 
rather extended treatment. 

The genuineness of West's portrait has hitherto never been 
publicly questioned. This painting, formerly owned by Mrs. 
N. P. Dunn, of Richmond, Virginia, and now by the University 
of Virginia, was first publicly produced as a portrait of Shelley 
in October 1905, in an illustrated article in the Century Maga- 
zine by Mrs. N. P. Dunn. From that time it has been fully ac- 
cepted, its genuineness apparently established by the following 
undated statement attributed to West by his niece, Mrs. A. P. 
Bryant, and published in Mrs. Dunn's article: 

While painting the portrait of Lord Byron at Monte Nero, a sum- 
mer resort on the hills near Leghorn, where Byron had come to 
spend the warm months at Villa Rossa, the home of Guiccioli and 
the Gamba family, during one of the sittings, which Byron gave me 
from three to four o'clock, Shelley, who lived up on the coast not 
far from Leghorn, called at the villa, and was at once ushered into 
the room where I was at work. Byron sprang up with delight, and 
after a warm greeting, seated him facing my easel, which gave me 
the opportunity to study his face and listen to his interesting con- 
versation for more than an hour. I was so impressed by the man s 
charming individuality I picked up my pencil and slyly made a 
sketch of him. Byron thought this sketch an excellent likeness, and 
after seeing Shelley again in Leghorn, I determined to paint a picture 
of him while his image was fresh in my memory. 

Two earlier statements by West, giving fuller details of the 
time he spent with Byron, seemed to add verification to West's 
story. Both are mentioned in the Century Magazine article, 
and the second, in most that concerns Shelley, is quoted. Yet it 
is these same early accounts which should have first raised a 
serious doubt about West's veracity. 

The first of these appeared in the New Monthly Magazine in 
1826 (XVI, 243-8, Part I, Original Papers); the second in 
Henry T. Tuckerman's Artist-Life, or Sketches of American 
Painters (1847), from “a late conversation with Mr. West." 
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Both accounts contain inaccuracies about Byron and some about 
Shelley that need not detain us here, since their significance 
may be extraneous. The first account, though unsigned, was 
presumably written by West himself, since in March 1897 his 
niece sent Mrs. Dunn a copy of it in his handwriting. It is by 
far the more detailed relation, yet it does not mention either 
Shelley or Leigh Hunt. Even in 1825 or 1826, when Shelley’s 
name appeared insignificant, it seems odd that so great an ad- 
mirer as West had already become (according to his second 
and third versions ) would fail to mention a sketch and a portrait 
of him. It will be seen later that both sketch and portrait must 
have been in his rooms as he was writing. West’s failure to men- 
tion his portrait of Shelley was repeated in 1828, when an article 
in the Portland ( Maine ) Yankee for March 19 gives West as the 
source of a rather vague personal description of Shelley and yet 
ignores his supposed portrait. 

The second version ( 1847 ) tells the same story as the first 
one, except that it brings in both Shelley and Leigh Hunt and 
gives a warm and detailed account of the former. It does not, 
however, make the slightest mention of the sketch and the por- 
trait which (according to the third story) had been in his pos- 
session Since 1822. West was talking with an author whom he 
knew to be writing a sketch of him as an artist. In 1847 a new 
portrait of Shelley would have been of sensational importance. 
If under these circumstances West failed to mention his sketch 
and portrait, can it be explained on any other ground than that 
West did not then have, and had never had, a sketch or portrait 
which he knew to be of Shelley? Any other conclusion seems 
psychologically impossible. As the story unfolds, it will be seen 
that there were three other very similar psychological impossi- 
bilities. 

Perhaps it is worth while vmder these circumstances to glance 
a little more closely at West’s account of meeting Shelley. He 
speaks of Shelley as wearing “ a loose dress of gingham ” be- 
cause of the sultriness of the day, and as describing, “ in the most 
vivid and glowing terms, a cave that he had discovered while 
coasting along the Mediterranean the day previous,” and had 
entered in his boat and explored. If we now pause to fix the 
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precise time of this alleged interview the results will show that 
these two details must be absurdly false. 

Byron’s residence at Montenero, where his portrait and La 
Guiccioli’s were painted by West, began between May 20 and 
26 (according to his letters) and ended on July 2 (according 
to Edward Williams’s diary and a letter written by Byron next 
day, which is headed Pisa, July 3). The letter suggesting that 
West should paint Byron’s portrait has been printed (Byron’s 
Letters and Journals, VI, 73, note) and shows that West could 
not have begun work before May 25, 1822, the date of the let- 
ter. Thus the time in which West could have made his alleged 
sketch of Shelley at Montenero is definitely fixed as not earlier 
than May 25 and not later than July 2, 1822. This period is 
covered by the diaries of Edward Williams and Mary Shelley, 
who were Shelley’s daily companions. It is touched upon at dif- 
ferent times by the r,ecollections of Edward Trelawny and the 
letters of the Shelley-Byron group. From the evidence of all 
four sources it is abundantly clear that during this period, until 
July 1, Shelley never came nearer to Montenero than San Ter- 
enzo, Viareggio, or Lerici, some forty or fifty miles distant. Shel- 
ley and Williams landed in Leghorn on the morning of July 2, 
and on July 3 Byron and Shelley were in Pisa. 

Thus West’s alleged sketch could only have been made on 
July 2. On the morning of that day Byron and the Gambas 
were in Leghorn, four miles from Montenero. Williams met the 
Gambas as they were leaving the police station where they had 
just received notice to quit Tuscany within a few days. He also 
met and said good-bye to Byron, who was returning at once to 
Pisa to install the Leigh Hunts and pack his ovm belongings. 
Considering that Byron generally slept late in the mornings 
and was nevertheless in Pisa next day — three or four hoiurs’ 
journey — it would appear that Byron left that afternoon rather 
than in the evening or early next morning. Nevertheless it is 
possible that he returned to Montenero in the afternoon and 
found West waiting there for his usual afternoon sitting. Byron 
may have been accompanied by Shelley, or Shelley may have 
dropped in later. West claimed only that he saw Shelley once 
at Montenero, and this is the one and only possibility. 
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It seems incredible, however, that Byron should have given 
West his usual sitting on that afternoon — his last afternoon at 
Montenero, on the most crowded, exciting, and irritating day 
of his sojourn there. On that day, the only possible one. West 
could hardly have had the opportunity of making his alleged 
sketch. Moreover, though he may possibly have seen Shelley 
then, his account of Shelley s dress and conversation is so in- 
credible as to throw doubt on even this possibility. There is no 
other record that Shelley ever wore a “ loose dress of gingham ” 
or even a dressing-gown. Leigh Hunt often wore the latter, 
but not Shelley. During the months in question Shelley con- 
stantly wore a jacket, which Mary wished him to discard be- 
cause she thought it peculiar, and which he was wearing when 
he began the fatal return journey to San Terenzo on the after- 
noon of July 8. It is mentioned both in Trelawny’s account of 
finding the body and in the Italian oflBcial Report. Shelley had 
just left his boat when West saw him — if he saw him — and it 
is absurd to suppose that he had dressed himself for landing 
in any such garment as West describes. Ineidentally, West’s 
sketch does not show any such garment. The person sketched 
wears what appears to be a dressing-gown of medium weight, 
with either a rolled collar or a scarf around the neck, a garment 
rather similar to that worn by Leigh Hunt in the sketch of him 
by J. Hayter. The oil painting allegedly made from the sketch 
shortly afterwards again changes the dress to a long, rather 
formal dark coat. 

Similarly Shelley could never have told the colourful, de- 
tailed story of exploring a sea-cave in his small boat on the pre- 
vious day (July 1). For Byron (as well as Edward Williams, 
who set it down in his diary) knew that on July 1 Shelley, Wil- 
liams, and Captain Roberts were sailing toward Leghorn in a 
boat far too large for any such exploits. 

West’s claim that he saw Shelley later in Pisa, after which 
he decided to make a painting from his sketch, is possible. It 
can be neither proved nor disproved. Shelley was in Pisa with 
Byron and the Hunts between July 3 and 8; and if West fol- 
lowed Byron to Pisa immediately, as he says, he would very 
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possibly have seen Shelley during these days. It was only in his 
last account, however, that West made this claim. 

One other detail in this last account seems almost impossible. 
How could Byron, who is alleged to have seen and approved 
the sketch, have kept silent on the subject to Mary Shelley, when 
he was in contact with her for a year afterwards and knew how 
anxious she was to secure a portrait of Shelley? 

From the chronology, from the absurdities of West's story, 
and particularly from Byron's silence on the subject to Mary 
Shelley and West’s silence to Tuckerman in 1846 or 1847, it is 
a fairly certain conclusion that West never made a sketch, and 
later an oil portrait, of Shelley. Who, then, was the subject of 
the portrait that West later presented as Shelley? The answer to 
this question adds incidentally some very strong confirmation 
of the conclusion already reached. 

I have mentioned that in his first account of meeting Shelley, 
and before he clauned to have sketched him. West spoke of 
Leigh Hunt’s presence on the same afternoon. I have also 
shown that the clothing attributed to Shelley and the clothing 
that appears in the sketch violate our knowledge of Shelley’s 
clothing and accord neatly with Leigh Hunt’s well-known habit 
of moving among his informal guests in a dressing-gown, and 
also with the Hayter portrait of Hunt. Everyone who has com- 
pared West’s portrait with the demonstrably genuine Curran 
portrait of Shelley has been surprised at the difiFerence. On 
the other hand, a comparison of West’s portrait with Samuel 
Lawrence’s portrait of Leigh Hunt surprises by an unusual 
similarity. Lawrence’s portrait is somewhat unlike all the 
others, but Thornton Hunt regarded it as by far the best like- 
ness and used it as the frontispiece of his Correspondence of 
Leigh Hunt. The late Mr. Walter Leigh Hunt, who owned the 
portrait, is quoted by Roger Ingpen in his edition of Hunt’s 
Autobiography as continuing the family tradition of consider- 
ing it far above the others as a likeness. 

The similarity of West’s painting to the portrait of Leigh Hunt 
has been noted before, but it has never been pointed out pub- 
licly, since after all it might be mere coincidence, as long as 
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it could not be shown from other evidence that West actually 
painted Leigh Hunt’s portrait. This hitherto unknown fact is 
proved by the following extract from Hunt’s letter of November 
6, 1824, published in Luther A. Brewer’s My Leigh Hunt Li- 
brary: The Holograph Letters (Iowa City, 1939, p. 137). Hunt 
is writing from Florence to his sister-in-law, Elizabeth Kent: 

Mr. West, another American artist of that name, has gone from 
here to England, taking with him a portrait which he has done of 
me, as well as one of Lord Byron and [one of] his lady. I have given 
him a letter to Novello and should have added one to yourself or 
Mr. Hunter. ... I tell you of him, however, thinking it might be 
a satisfaction to you to see a likeness so lately done of your dear 
friend. Would to Heaven I could have bought it for you, but that 
was impossible. 

From this letter it is evident not only that West made a por- 
trait of Hunt in Florence in 1824, but that the portrait remained 
in West’s possession and accompanied him to England. That it 
was seen there by Mary Shelley is established by her letter of 
August 12, 1826 to Leigh Hunt, not very long after Hunt’s return 
to England: 

I trust that we shall find you on our next walk up the Hill as well as 
England has made you ever since your return — looking how unlike 
West’s Florentine picture, how unlike when I first saw you in the 
Vale of Health, better and younger than either. 

Since West retained the portrait, Mary Shelley must have 
talked with him when she saw it. They had too many friends 
in common — Hunt, Byron, and La Guiccioli — not to have 
talked about them. Mary would have been obliged to see and 
talk about the portraits of Byron and La Guiccioli that West 
had in his rooms. She was then living in Kentish Town, a Lon- 
don suburb, and could easily have seen West a number of 
times. 

The facts brought out by these two letters establish two 
amazing phenomena which simply cannot be true if West’s story 
of his Shelley portrait is true. West’s later “ authenticating ” 
story states Aat Himt was present on the afternoon in 1822 
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when he sketched Shelley. How could West, knowing Hunt’s 
devotion to Shelley, have failed to mention, while sketching or 
painting Hunt, his previous sketch of Shelley; and how could 
Hunt have failed to inform Mary Shelley, who was eagerly seek- 
ing a portrait of Shelley, that one was soon coming to England? 
For Hunt knew that West was leaving Florence for good and 
taking everything with him. Again, how could West have talked 
to Mary Shelley about his portraits of Byron and Hunt without 
mentioning one of Shelley that was in the same room with the 
others? If West had told either Hunt or Mary, the fact would 
now be known. He did not, and the only explanation is that he 
possessed no sketch or painting of Shelley to tell about. 

If at any time later during the lives of Mary Shelley or Leigh 
Hunt, West had produced a portrait of Shelley, both Mary 
Shelley and Leigh Hunt would have wondered why it had been 
concealed from them. If the portrait of Hunt should be pro- 
duced and called a portrait of Shelley, they were both in a posi- 
tion to denounce it. Mary Shelley died in 1851, West in 1857, 
and Hunt in 1859. At some time between 1847 and 1857 West 
is said to have told his “ authenticating ” story in his family, but 
he never made it public, nor was it ever made public until 1905. 

If West’s “ authenticating ” story was true, there was no rea- 
son for withholding it until Mary Shelley and Hunt were dead; 
if it was false, it could not have been published while they lived. 
We have seen that his own account is false in several details 
and doubtful in all. We have also seen that even had the story 
attributed to West been plausible, it would still have been re- 
futed by the total irreconcilability of his subsequent conduct 
with the story. The same conduct, however, reconciles itself 
perfectly with the assumption that the sketch and painting pro- 
duced in 1905 as portraits of Shelley were in 1824, 1828, and 
1847 a sketch and a portrait of Leigh Hunt. At no time in West’s 
life did he claim publicly to have made a portrait of either Shel- 
ley or Hunt. At no time did he claim privately to have painted 
both. When he admitted privately to have painted Hunt he 
said nothing of Shelley; when he later claimed privately to have 
painted Shelley, he said nothing of Hunt. The two paintings 
never had simultaneous existence. It seems impossible, there- 
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fore, to reach any conclusion except that the real painting of 
Hunt became the alleged painting of Shelley. The same con- 
clusion may be reached, on purely visual evidence, by compar- 
ing West’s portrait with the Lawrence portrait of Hunt. 

After this investigation had been concluded I learned that 
Mrs. N. P. Dunn, owner of the West portrait, had presented it 
to the Alderman Library of the University of Virginia, together 
with a voluminous correspondence concerning it. From my ex- 
amination of this correspondence a number of minor details 
might be added to the foregoing discussion. But since they do 
not impair, but support, a conclusion which seems evident al- 
ready, they may be summarily abridged. They show that both 
Richard Watson Gilder, editor of the Century Magazine, and 
Robert Underwood Johnson, assistant-editor, had uneasy fears 
— the former that the pencil sketch was really of Leigh Hunt, 
and the latter that the painting was of Leigh Himt. Mr. Gilder 
was reassured by Richard Garnett’s confidence that both paint- 
ing and sketch were genuine — an opinion, incidentally, in 
which Professor Dowden later concurred and from which H. B. 
Forman dissented. Mr. Johnson’s suggestion that the sketch 
might be of Shelley and the painting of Hunt seems barely 
possible from a comparison of both sketch and portrait with 
portraits of Hunt and Shelley. From the other evidence, how- 
ever, it seems unlikely. Mrs. Bryant, the real authority for 
West’s claims, vigorously denied the possibility of such an error. 

The correspondence makes it abundantly clear that Mrs. 
Dunn was an innocent victim either of an honest error or a 
fraud. Whether any fraud was intended, either by West or Mrs. 
Bryant, is in my opinion left unproved. Since it is no part of my 
purpose to saddle any individual with a possibly false imputa- 
tion of dishonesty, I must add my personal conclusion that 
Mrs. Bryant’s letters are not inconsistent with an assumption 
that she was honestly mistaken, and that West’s substitution of 
Shelley for Himt might have been the honest mistake of a mem- 
ory wliich his own stories prove to be remarkably inaccurate. 
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When Mary and Shelley began a joint journal immediately after 
their elopement, the one detail to which they at first gave most 
careful attention was their daily reading. When, very soon, the 
journal fell almost entirely into Mary’s keeping, the close atten- 
tion to reading was continued. At the end of each year Mary 
drew up a list of books read by each during the year. For con- 
stant readers such a list is never complete, even when it is a 
summary of daily entries; and Mary’s lists omit a few titles 
which the daily entries show were read at least in part. More- 
over, after the first year in Italy Mary’s daily reading entries, 
particularly for Shelley, became more and more desultory, and 
she failed to make her yearly summary for the years 1819, 1821, 
and 1822. Incomplete as they are, id ary S helley’s lists are a 
valuable aid to the understanding of Shelley’s interes ts: and as 
they have never b een previously published complet e, it seems 
well to make them all available in one place. Except for words 
and phrases in brackets, the lists are given literatim from Shelley 
and Mary. 


LIST OF BOOKS READ IN 1814 

Mary 

( Those marked * Shelley has read also. ) 

‘Letter's from Norway [by Mary Wollstonecraft]. ‘Mary. A 
Fiction [by Mary Wollstonecraft]. ‘Wordsworth’s Excursion. 
‘Madoc, by Southey. 2vols. ‘Curse of Kehama. ‘Sorcerer. A 
Novel. ‘Political Justice. 2 vols. ‘The Monk. By Lewis. 4 
vols. ‘Thalaba. 2 vols. ‘The Empire of the Nairs [by Sir 
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James Lawrence]. *St. Godwin [a parody on Godwin’s St. 
Leon]. “Wrongs of Woman. 2 vols. [by Mary Wollstone- 
craft]. Caleb Williams. 3 vols. “Zadig. “Life of Alfieri. By 
himself. 2 vols. “Essay on Sepulchres [by Godwin]. “Lou- 
vet’s Memoirs. Carnot’s Memorial. “Lives of the Revolutionists 
By Adolphus. 2 vols. “Edgar Huntley. 3 vols. “Peregrine 
Proteus. 2 vols. “The Italian. 3 vols. “Prince Alexy Haimatofif 
[by Hogg]. Philip Stanley, By Brown. Miss Baillie’s Plays. 
“Moore’s Journal [Dr. John Moore]. “Agathon. “Mungo 
Park’s Travels in Africa. 1st Part. “Barrow’s Embassy to China. 
Milton’s Letter to Mr. Hartlib. Emilia Galotti [Lessing]. 
“Bryan Edwards’s History of the West Indies. “View of the 
French Revolution. By M. W. G. [Mary Wollstonecraft God- 
win]. “Candide. “Kirke White. 62 Volumes. 


Shelley 

Diogenes Laertius. Cicero Collectanea. Petronius. Sueto- 
nius. Barrow’s Embassy to China. Mungo Park’s Travels. 60 
Volumes. 


LIST OF BOOKS READ IN 1815 

Mary 

( Those marked “ Shelley has read also . ) 

Posthumous Works [of Mary Wollstonecraft Godwin] . 3 vols. 
Sorrows of Werter. Don Roderick. By Southey. “Gibbon’s De- 
cline and Fall, 12 vols. Paradise Regained. “Gibbon’s Life and 
Letters, 1st Edition. 2 vols. “Lara. New Arabian N ights. 3 
vols. Corinne. Fall of the Jesuits. Rinaldo Rinaldini. Fonte- 
nelle’s Plurality of Worlds. Hermsprong. Le Diable Boiteux. 
Man as he is. Rokeby. Ovid’s Metamorphoses in Latin. 
“Wordsworth’s Poems. “Spenser’s Fairy Queen. “Life of the 
Phillips. — 2. “Fox’s History of James H. The Reflector. 
Fleetwood. Wieland. Don Carlos. “Peter Wilkins. Rousseau’s 
Confessions. Leonora: a Poem. Emile. “Milton’s Paradise 
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1815-16] 


Reading List 


Lost. *Life of Lady Hamilton. De I’Allemagne. By Madame 
deStael. Three vols. of Barruel. “Caliph Vathek. NouvelleHe- 
loise. "Kotzebue’s Account of his Banishment to Siberia. Wa- 
verly. Clarissa Harlowe. Robertson’s History of America. 
"Virgil. "Tale of a Tub. "Milton’s Speech on Unlicensed Print- 
ing. "Curse of Kehama. "Madoc. La Bible Expliquee. Lives 
of Abelard and Heloise. "The New Testament. "Coleridges 
Poems. First vol. of Systemede la Nature. "Castle of Indolence. 
Chatterton’s Poems. "Paradise Regained. Don Carlos. "Ly- 
cidas. "St. Leon. Shakespeare’s Plays (part of which Shelle y 
read aloud ). "Burke’s Account of Civil Society. "Excursion. 
Pope’s Homer’s Iliad. "Sallust. Micromejas. "Life of Chaucer. 
Canterbury Tales. Peruvian Letters. Voyages round the World. 
Plutarch’s Lives. "2 vols. of Gibbon. Ormond. Hugh Trevor. 
Labaume’s History of the Russian War. Lewis’s Tales. Castle 
ofUdolpho. Guy Mannering. "Charles XII. By Voltaire. Tales 
of the East. 


Shelley 

Pastor Fido. Orlando Furioso. Livy’s History. Seneca’s 
Works. Tasso’s Gerusalemme Liberata. Tasso’s Aminta. Two 
vols. of Plutarch in Italian. Some of the Plays of Euripides. 
Seneca’s Tragedies. Reveries of Rousseau. Hesiod. Novum 
Organum. Alfieri’s Tragedies. Theocritus. Ossian. Herodotus. 
Thucydides. Homer. Locke on the Human Understanding. 
Gonspiration de Rienzi. History of Arianism. Ockley’s History 
of the Saracens. Madame de Stael sur la Litterature. 


LIST OF BOOKS READ IN 1816 


Mary 

( Those marked " Shelley has read also. ) 


"Moritz, Tour in England. Tales of the Minstrels. "Park’s 
Jotimal of a Joimiey in Africa. Peregrine Proteus. "Siege of 
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Reading List 


[1816 


Corinth, Byron’s Parisina. 4 vols. of Clarendon’s History. 
"Modem Philosophers. Opinion of various Writers on the Pun- 
ishment of Death. By B. Montagu. Erskine’s Speeches. "Caleb 
Williams. "3rd Canto of Childe Harold. Schiller’s Armenian. 
Lady Craven’s Letters. Caliste. Nouvelles Nouvelles. Romans 
de Voltaire. Reveries d’un Solitaire, de Rousseau. AdMe et 
Theodore. "Lettres Persanes de Montesquieu. Tableau de 
Famille. Le Vieux de la Montague. "Conspiration de Rienzi. 
Walther, par la Fontaine. Le Voeux Temeraires. Herman 
d’Una. Nouveaux Nouvelles de Mad. de Genlis. Contes Mo- 
raux de Marmontel. "Christabel. Caroline de Lichtenfeld. 
"Bertram: "Le Criminel Secret. Vancenza. By Mrs. Robinson. 
Antiquary. "Edinburgh Review. No. LII. Chrononhoton- 
thologus. "Fazio. Love and Madness. Memoirs of Princess of 
Bareith. "Letters of Emile. The latter part of Clarissa Harlowe. 
Clarendon’s History of the Civil War. "Life of Holcroft. 
"Glenarvon. Patronage. The Milesian* Chief. O’Donnel. 
"Don Quixote. "Vita Alexandri Quintii Curtii. Conspiration 
de Rienzi. Introduction to Davy’s Chemistry. Les Incas de 
Marmontel. Bryan Perdue. Sir C. Grandison. "Castle Rack- 
rent. "Gulliver’s Travels. "Paradise Lost. "Pamela. "3 vols. of 
Gibbon. 1 book of Locke’s Essay. Some of Horace’s Odes. 
"Edinburgh Review No. LIII. Rights of Women. DeSenectute. 
By Cicero. 2 vols. of Lord Chesterfield’s Letters to his Son. 
"Story of Rimini. 


Shelley 

Works of Theocritus, Moschus, &c. Prometheus of Aeschylus 
(Greek). Works of Lucian (Greek). "Telemacho. La Nou- 
velle H^loise. "Blackwell’s History of the Court of Augustus. 
Lucretius de Rerum Natura. Epistolae Plinii. Annals. By Taci- 
tus. Several of Plutarch’s Lives (Greek). Germania of Tacitus. 
M^moires d’un Detenu. Histoire de la Revolution. Par Ra- 
bault et Lacretelle. Montaigne’s Essays. Tasso. Life of Crom- 
well. Locke’s Essay. Political Justice. Lorenzo de M^dicis. 
Coleridge’s Lay Sermon. 
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1817] 


Reading List 


LIST OF BOOKS READ IN 1817 

Mary 

(Those marked * Shelley has read also.) 

2 vols. of Lord Chesterfield’s Letters. "Coleridge’s Lay Ser- 
mon. Memoirs of Count Grammont. Somnium Scipionis. Rod- 
erick Random. Comus. Knights of the Swan. Cumberland’s 
Memoirs. Junius’s Letters. Journey to the World Under- 
ground. Duke of Buckingham’s Rehearsal, and the Restoration. 
Countess of Pembroke’s Arcadia. By Sir P. Sidney. Round 
Table. By W. Hazlitt. Cupid’s Revenge. Beaumont and 
Fletcher. Martial Maid. Wild Goose Chase. "Tales of my 
Landlord. Rambler. "Waverly. Amadis de Gaul. Epistolae 
Plinii Secundi. "Story of Psyche in Apuleius. Anna St. Ives. 
Vita Julii Caesaris. ’Suetonius. "Defoe on the Plague. "Wil- 
son’s City of the Plague. Miss Edgeworth’s Comic Dramas. 
Fortitude and Frailty. By Holcroft. 3rd canto of Childe Har- 
old. Quarterly Review. "Lalla Rookh. Bv T. Moor e. "Davis’s 
Travels in America. "Godwin’s Miscellanies. "Spenser’s Fairy 
Queen. "Manuscript venu de St. Helene. Buffon’s Theorie de 
la Terre. Beaumont and Fletcher’s Plays. "Volpone, Cynthia’s 
Revels, The Alchemist, Fall of Sejanus, Catiline’s Conspiracy. 
La Nouvelle Helo'ise. Lettres Persiennes. Miss Edgeworth’s 
Harrington and Ormond. Arthur Mervyn. "Antony and Cleo- 
patra. Othello. Missionary. Rhoda. Wild Irish Girl. Glen- 
arvon. The Anaconda. Pastor’s Fireside. Amelia. Sir Launce- 
lot Greave. Strathallan. Two penny Postbag. Anti-Jacobin 
Poetry. Miseries of Human Life. "Moore’s Odes and Epistles. 
Les Lettres d’une Peruvienne. Confessions et Lettres de Rous- 
seau. "Lamb’s Specimens. Moliere’s George Dandin. Le 
Testament. Family of Montorio. Querelles de Famille. Ger- 
man Theatre. Eugenie and Mathilde. "Mandeville. "Laon 
and Gythna. "Lady Morgan’s France. The Three Brothers. 1st 
vol. of Hmne’s Essays. Annalium G. Gomelii Taciti. 
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Reading List 


[1817-20 


Shelley 

Symposium of Plato. Plays of Aeschylus. Plays of Sophocles 
(Greek). Iliad of Homer. Arrians Historia Indica. Homer’s 
Hymn. Histoire de la Revolution Fran^aise. Apuleius. Meta - 
morphoses ( Latin ) . Coleridge’s Biographia Literaria. Political 
Justice. Rights of Man. Elphinstone’s Embassy to Caubwl. 
Several vols. of Gibbon. 


LIST OF BOOKS READ IN 1818 

Mary 

Clarke’s Travels. Aeneid. Terence. Hume’s Dissertation on 
the Passions. Sterne’s Tristram Shandy. Sentimental Journey 
and Letters. 2 vols. of Montaigne. Schlegel on the Drarir)a. 
Rhododaphne. Aminta of Tasso. Oeuvres de Moliere. 2 books 
of the Odes of Horace. Aristippe, and Les Abderites de Wie- 
land. French Translation of Lucian. Monti’s Tragedies. Or- 
lando Furioso. 


1819 - [NO LIST] 

LIST OF BOOKS READ IN 1820 

Mary 

(Those marked * Shelley has read also.) 

The remainder of Livy. *The Bible until the end of Ezekiel. 
*Don Juan. "Travels before the Flood. La Nouvelle H^loise. 
The Fable of the Bees. Paine’s Works. Utopia. "Voltaire’s 
Memoirs. "The Aeneid and Georgies. Brydone’s Travels. Rob- 
inson Crusoe. Sandford and Merton. "Astronomy in the En- 
cyclopedia. Vindication of the Rights of Woman. "Boswell’s 
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1820-22] 


Reading List 


Life of Johnson. Paradise Regained and Lost. Letters from 
Norway and Posthumous Works. Ivanhoe, Tales of my 
Landlord. Fleetwood, Caleb Williams. "Ricciardetto. “Mrs. 
Macaulay’s History of England. “Lucretius. The first 3 Ora- 
tions of Cicero. Muratori Antichita d’ltalia. Travels and Re- 
bellion in Ireland. Segreno’s Life of Castruccio. “Boccaccio 
Decamerone. “Keats’s Poems. “Armata. Corinne. The First 
Book of Homer, Oedipus Tyrannus, a little Spanish, and much 
Italian. 


Shelley 

The New Testament. Muller’s Universal History. Hobbes. 
Pohtical Justice. Locke. Robertson’s America and History of 
Charles V. Ancient Metaphysics. Gillies’s Greece. Solis’s His- 
tory of Mexico. Several of the Plays of Calderon. Sophocles. 
Plato’s Republic, Phaedon, Phaedrus. Euripides. Greek Ro- 
mances. Apollonius Rhodius. 


1821 AND 1822- [NO LISTS] 


545 



APPENDIX Vn 


DOCUMENTS CONCERNING ELENA ADELAIDE SHELLEY 


In October 1936, through the courtesy of Mr. Coert Du Bois, 
American Consul-General at Naples, I engaged Professor Al- 
berto Tortaglione to search the birth-records and death-records 
of Naples for the mysterious “ Neapolitan ward ” mentioned in 
Shelleys letters of June 1820 to Mr. and Mrs. Gisborne. The 
following documents were found, for which Professor Torta- 
glione supplied the English translation: 


Birth Registry 

[Estratto dai Registri delle Nascite della Sezione Chiaia — 
Citt4 e Provincia di Napoli — Italia — conservati presso il 
Regio Archivio di Stato.] 

Numero d’Ordine centosessantaquattro. — 

L’anno milleottocentodieciannove a ventisette del mese di 
Febbraio ad ore dicinove Avanti di Noi — Marchese di Civita 
— Eletto ed Ufficiali dello Stato Civile del Comune di Chiaia — 
Provincia di Napoli — e comparso PERCY SHELLEY dlnghil- 
terra — di anni ventisei — di professione Proprietario — domi- 
ciliato Riviera di Chiaja — Numero duecentocinquante — ed 
ha dichiarato che ai ventisette del mese di Dicembre passato 
anno milleottocentodieciotto, nacque nella sua propria casa da 
lui dichiarante e da Maria Padurin sua moglie legittima — 
d'Inghilterra — di anni ventisette — una femina che ci ha 
presentato, a cui si k dato il nome di Elena Adelaide. 

La presentazione e dichiarazione si e fatta alia presenza di 
Francesco Florimonte di anni cinquantasette — di professione 
casolio — domiciliato Fondo Pennhio — Numero centoven- 
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trmn Ihe SUUe Arrhivex of Naples, by perniissioii, 




1819] 


Birth Registry of Elena 


totto, e di Antonio Di Lorenzo — di anni ventitre — de pro- 
fessions Parrucchiere — domiciliato alia Riviera di Chiaia — 
Numero duecentoventitre. 

II presents Atto e stato letto tanto al dichiarante che ai Testi- 
moni ed indi firmato da Noi. 

[Fto]: Percy Shelley 
[Fto] : Franc” Florimonte 

[Fto] : Antonio di Lorenzo Battezzata nella Parrocchia 

di San Giuseppe a Chiaia 

[Fto]: CiviTA — Eletto Ventisette Febbraio ISdiec- 

[Fto] : N. Pennasilico — Cane, cinove 

[Fto]: CrviTA — Eletto — 


Translation,: 

[Extract from the Birth Records 1819 of the District of Chiaia 
— City and Province of Naples — Italy — kept at the Regio 
Archivio di Stato.] 

No. of Certificate, 164. 

On the t’wenty-seventh day of the month of February One 
Thousand Eight Hundred and Nineteen at 7 p.m. Before Me — 
Marchese di Civita — Elect and Registrar of Vital Statistics for 
the District of Chiaia — Province of Naples — has appeared 
PERCY SHELLEY of England — aged twenty-six — Proprie- 
tor — domiciled at Riviera di Chiaia — Number 250 — who 
has declared that on the twenty-seventh day of the month of 
December One Thousand Eight Hundred and Eighteen, was 
bom to him and to Mary Padurin, his legitimate wife — of Eng- 
land — aged twenty-seven — a girl whom he has presented us 
and to whom the name of Elena Adelaide was given. 

The presentation and declaration were made in the pres- 
ence of Francesco Florimonte — aged fifty-seven — occupation 
cheesemonger — domiciled at Fondo Pennine — Number one 
hundred and twenty-eight — and of Antonio Di Lorenzo — 
aged twenty-three — occupation Hairdresser — domiciled at 
Riviera di Chiaia — Number two hundred and twenty-three. 
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Baptismal Record of Elena [1819 

This present Act has been read both to the declarer and to 
the Witnesses, after which duly signed by Us. 

[Sgd] : Percy Shelley 
[S gd]: Francesco Florimonte 

[Sgd] : Antonio di Lorenzo Baptized at the Parish of 

St. Joseph, Chiaia, the 

[Sgd]: CiviTA — Elect Twenty-seventh of February 

[Sgd]: N. Pennasilico — Cane, eighteen-nineteen 

[Sgd]: CrviTA — Elect. 

From a photograph and a manuscript copy of this document 
oflBcially attested and stamped by the Superintendent and the 
Secretary of the State Archives of Naples, in my possession. 


Certificate of Baptismf 
Parrocchia di S. Giuseppe a Chiaia 

Certifico che dal Reg: d4i nati libro XXIV — pag: 276 risul- 
ta che: Elena Adelaide figlia di Percy Shelley e di Maria God- 
win leg: nata dom. Riviera di Ghiaia 250 Battezzate il 27-2-1819 
dal Rev: D. Francesco Boccaccio Lev: Gaetana Musto. 

Napoli, 8 Marzo 1937 

Il Parroco 
Lac. M. Gilbert! 

Translation: 

Parish of St. Joseph 
Chiaia 

I hereby Certify that from the Records of the births — Book 
XXIV" — at page 276 — appears that Elena Adelaide daughter 
of Percy Shelley and of Maiy Godwin lawfully begotten — 
domiciled at Riviera di Chiaia No. 250 was baptized in this 
Parish Church on the 27-2-1819 — by the Rev’d Francesco 
Boccaccio. Midwife: Gaetana Musto. 

Naples, 8 March 1937 
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The Parish Priest 
Sgd: Rev. M. Gilbert! 



1820] 


Death Certificate of Elena 


The original of this document is an official form signed by 
the parish priest and stamped with the seal of the parish, in my 
possession. 

Certificate of Death 

[Estratto dai Registri dei morti della Sezione di Montecalvario 
— Citta e Provincia di Napoli — Italia — conservati presso il 
Regio Archivio di Stato.] 

Numero d’Ordine 513 — 

Lanno milleottocentoventi, il di dieci del mese di Giugno 
alle ore quindici Avanti di Noi, Marchese di Casalnuovo Pi- 
gnatelli — Eletto ed Uffiziale dello Stato Civile del circondario 
di Montecalvario — Comune di Napoli — Provincia di Na- 
poli, sono comparsi Antonio Liguori di Napoli di anni venti- 
cinque, di professione caciolio, domiciliato Vico Canale No 48 
e Pasquale Fiorenzdno di Napoli, di anni ventidue di profes- 
sione cajonzaro, domiciliato Vico Lungo Trinita dei Spagnuoli 
No 59. I quali hanno dichiarato che nel giorno nove del mese 
di Giugno anno corrente alle ore tre di notte e morta nella 
propria casa ELENA SCHELLY di Napoli di mesi quindici e 

giorni dodici, di professione domiciliata Vico Canale 

No 45, figlia di Bercy Schelly — Possidente — e di Maria 
Gebuin — domiciliati in Livorno. 

Per esecuzione della Legge, ci siamo trasferiti insieme coi 
detti Testimoni presso la persona defunta e ne abbiamo rico- 
nosciuta la sua effettiva morte. Abbiamo indi formato il presente 
Atto che abbiamo iscritto sopra i due registri, e datane lettura 
dichiaranti, si e nel giomo, mese ed anno come sopra segnato 
da Noi e da essi. 

[Ftoj: Antonio Liguori 

[Fto] : Pasquale Fiorenzano 

[Ftoj : PiGNATELLI — ElettO — 

Translation; 

[Extract from the death Records 1820 of the District of Monte- 
calvario — City and Province of Naples — Italy — kept at the 
Regio Archivio di Stato.] 
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Death Certificate of Elena 


[1820 


No. of Certificate, 513 — 

On the tenth day of the month of June One Thousand Eight 
Hundred and twenty, at three p.m. — Before me, Marchese di 
Casalnuovo Pignatelli — Elect and Registrar of Vital Statistics 
— for the District of Montecalvario — City of Naples — Prov- 
ince of Naples — have appeared Antonio Liguori of Naples, 
aged twenty -five, occupation cheesemonger, domiciled at Vico 
Canale No 48 — and Pasquale Fiorenzano of Naples, aged 
twepty-two, occupation potteryman, domiciled at Vico Lungo 
Trinita dei Spagnuoli No 59. 

They have declared that on the ninth day of June, current 
year, at three a.m. has died at her home ELENA SCHELLY 
of Naples, aged fifteen months and twelve days, occupation 

domiciled at Vico Canale No 45, daughter 

of Bercy Schelly — Proprietor — and of Maria Gebuin — 
domiciled at Leghorn. 

In conformity with the law we have visitbd, together with the 
aforesaid Witnesses, the deceased person whose actual death is 
herein recognized and have therefore drawn up this present 
Act and written it on two registries. After reading same to the 
witnesses, we have on the day, month and year as above an- 
nexed our respective signatures. 

[Sgd]; Antonio Liguori 
[Sgd]: Pasquale Fiorenzano 

[Sgd] : Pignatelli — Elect — 

From Professor Tortaglione’s manuscript copy of the original 
record. 
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SOURCES AND NOTES 
Chapter XIX 


GENERAL SOURCES 

The journal of Claire Clairmont (MS.), Shelley and Mary, 
Shelley’s Works, Lord Byrons Correspondence (ed. Murray, 
London, 1922), Medwin’s Revised Life, Harper’s Letters of 
Mary Shelley, Correspondence of Leigh Hunt — all as previ- 
ously cited. 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Shelley to Leigh Hunt, March 22, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 291. 
Shelley had written briefly to Hunt from Calais. 

^ Journal for March 26, Shelley and Mary, II, 264, quoted in 
Julian Works, IX, 292. 

® Ibid., 292-3, and 293, note; Claire’s journal, April 8, 1818, p. 21. 

* Shelley to Maria Gisborne, July 16, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 
311-12. 

® Journal for March 26, as cited above. 

® Mary Shelley to Leigh Hunt, July 30, [1823], Bodleian MSS 
Adds d. 5, folios 71-73. This letter is printed in Mrs. Marshall’s 
Life and Letters of Mary Wollstonecraft Shelley, II, 85-6, as if entire, 
but the continuation, dated Pont Bon Voisin, August 1, is omitted. 

Claire’s journal, April 8, 1818, p. 22. 

« Ibid., 23. 

» Ibid., 24. 

Shelley to Peacock, April 1818 [postmarked F. P. O., Ap. 23, 
1818], Julian Works, IX, 293-4. 

Mary Shelley to the Hunts, April 1818, Harper: Letters of Mary 
Shelley, 44-5. 

Claire’s journal, April 9, 1818. 

Shelley to Peacock, April 1818, Julian Works, IX, 294; and 
Mary to the Hunts, April 1818, in Harper, op. cit., 46. 

Shelley to Peacock, April 20, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 297. 
w Ibid., 297-8. 
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Notes 16-34 


Chapter XIX 

Claire’s journal, April 12, 1818. 

Shelley to Byron, April 13, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 295-6. 

Byron to J. C. Hobhouse, April 24, 1818, in Murray’s Lord 
Byrons Correspondence, II, 79. 

Julian Works, IX, 301-2. The latter third of the letter repeats 
his invitation to Byron to join the Shelleys at Como, saying that Claire 
was willing to absent herself and that there could be no gossip. 
Shelley tells Byron about Allegra’s nurse, and gracefully waves 
aside Byron’s willingness to pay the expenses of Allegra up to this 
time. 

Shelley to Byron, April 30, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 304. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont [“Postmark? March 26, 1822”], 
Julian Works, X, 366. 

This inn Professor Dowden {Life, II, 203) conjectures to be 
that of Pietra Mala, described by Lady Morgan ( who stopped there 
during Shelley’s stay in Italy) as a rude dark hostelry, the only 
visible habitation in a wild landscape. 

Claire’s journal. May 25, 1818. 

Shelley to Peacock, April 20, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 299-300. 
There is a somewhat similar passage in Shelley’s letter of April 30 
to Hogg, ibid., 306. 

Claire’s journal. May 25, 1818. Mary’s journal has a briefer, 
similar entry for May 7, 1818. 

Med win: Revised Life, 268, describes Shelley’s later reaction 
to the sight of chained and guarded convicts. 

Shelley to Peacock, June 5, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 309. Cf. 
Claire’s journal for May 25. At the time of their departure from 
Leghorn the Shelleys seem to have been living at the Croce di 
Malta ( Mrs. Gisborne to Shelley, June 21, 1818, in Shelley and Mary, 
II, 288). 

Shelley to Peacock, June 5, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 309. 

Godwin to Mary, June 1, 1818, in Shelley and Mary, II, 279-80. 

Hunt to Shelley, August 23, 1820, Correspondence of Leigh 
Hunt, 1, 157. 

Shelley to Peacock, August (“probably 22”), 1819, Julian 
Works, X, 72. 

32 Shelley to Hogg, July 25, 1819, ibid., X, 65. 

33 Peacock; Memoirs, 11, 452. The tone of Shelley’s last letters to 
John Gisborne suggests that by 1822 Shelley agreed with Peacock’s 
opinion. 

3^ Shelley to Peacock, May 16, 1820, Julian Works, X, 169. 
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Notes 35-44 


Chapter XIX 

Shelleys rhymed “Letter to Maria Gisborne/' which was 
written in Henry Reveley’s room, probably July 1, 1820. 

Mary Shelley to the Hunts, May 13, 1818, Harper, op. cit., 
50, 51. 

Shelley to Peacock, April 20, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 298. 
Shelleys letter of April 30 to Hogg, ibid., 307, contains a similar 
statement. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, June 15, 1818, in Shelley and 
Mary, II, 283-5. Professor Dowden {Life, II, 211, note) discovered 
that in 1817 Signor Chiappa's first floor rented for twenty-eight 
sequins monthly. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, June 15, 1818, and Maria 
Gisborne to Mary Shelley, June 21, 1818, in Shelley and Mary, II, 
283-5 and 288-90. Mary's letter appears in Shelley Memorials, 98- 
100. See also Julian Works, X, 7, re kaleidoscope. 

Little is known of Anacharsis the Scythian except indirectly 
through other classical writers. Shelley's knowledge was based upon 
the work of the Abbe J. J. Barthelcrny (whom he mentions in his 
“ Discourse on the Manners of the Ancients," etc. ), Voyage du jeune 
Anacharsis en Grece vers le milieu du quatrieme siecle avant Tere 
vulgaire ( 5th ed., Paris, 1817, 7 vols ) . This lengthy and learned work 
uses the travels of the vaguely known Anacharsis merely as a frame- 
work for presenting as thorough a picture of Greek history and so- 
ciety as the author could bring together from his extensive reading 
in Greek literature. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, July 2, 1818, in Shelley and 
Mary, II, 291-2 (published in Shelley Memorials, 100-1). In Au- 
gust 1820 Shelley climbed alone to the shrine on Monte Pellagrino. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, July 16, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 311- 
12. This letter is probably misdated for July 11. See note, ibid. 

II Prato Fiorito made a considerable impression on Shelley's mem- 
ory. Two or three years later he described to Thomas Medwin the 
overpowering sweetness of the jonquils there, which almost caused 
him to faint {Revised Life, 198). Professor Dowden {Life, II, 215) 
has suggested that this experience is tlie source of lines 450-3 of 
Epipsychidion, where such an effect of jonquils is described. See 
also “ Ode to the West Wind," iii, 35-6. 

So called in Mary's journal. The correct title was Classical 
Tour through Italy, Both Shelley and Mary ridiculed his account 
of contemporary Italians as absurdly favourable. 

Shelley to Peacock, July 25, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 314. 
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Mrs. Shelley in her Note on Prometheus Unbound speaks of 
that poem and the projected dramas on Tasso and Job as belonging 
to the first year in Italy. 

Adonais, stanza 54. 

Julian Works, VII, 206-7. The two preceding paragraphs of 
Diotima’s discourse, too long to be quoted in the text, are of great 
importance to the understanding of Shelley s ideas. 

Julian Works, VII, 228-9. 

Shelley to Peacock, August 16, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 320. 

It had been sent by July 5. The Shelleys do not mention its 
receipt, but two months after leaving Bagni di Lucca Shelley loaned 
Byron a book that was among the contents of the box. The box may 
have reached Bagni di Lucca during these two months and have 
been forwarded. 

Godwin to Mary Shelley, June 20 and July 7; Peacock to Shel- 
ley, May 30, July 5, 1818; all in Shelley and Mary, II, 290A-B, 296-7, 
277-9, 293-5. Godwin’s second letter has been published in Shelley 
Memorials, 101-2; and Peacock’s letters appeal* in Peacock’s Works 
(London and New York, 1934), VIII, 192-9. 

Shelley to Godwin, July 25, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 317. 

Shelley to Peacock, July 25, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 315. Pro- 
fessor Dowden has suggested (Life, II, 218, note) that the following 
fragment of verse, written in 1818, is another record of Shelley’s 
disappointment in Wordsworth: 

My head is wild with weeping for a grief 
Which is the shadow of a gentle mind, 

I walk into the air ( but no relief 

To seek, — or haply, if I sought, to find; 

It came unsought ) ; for to wonder that a chief 
Like the wild spirits, should be cold and blind. 

But it is quite possible that this refers to Shelley’s own mysterious 
grief of 1818, as discussed fully in Ghapter xx. 

Julian Works, loc. cit. 

Godwin to Shelley, June 8, 1818, in Shelley and Mary, II, 281, 
published in Shelley Memorials, 96-8. 

The Quarterly Review, XVIII, 324 (May 1818), quoted in my 
The Unextinguished Hearth, 124. Peacock quoted most of this 
passage to Shelley in his letter of June 14 and Hunt refers to it in 
his letter of August 4, noting that the Quarterly quoted atheos but 
not philanthropos. It also ignored Shelley’s demokratos. 
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The British Critic, X, 94 (July 1818). 

5® Shelley to Peacock, July 25, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 315. Cf. 
Shelley to Hunt, December 22, 1818, ibid., X, 9-10. 

5» Ibid., IX, 311. 

Ibid., IX, 330. 

Mr. Pecks suggestion (Life, II, 72) that A. B. was one of God- 
wins aliases is unconvincing. “ A. B. ” was the writer of the note, 
not necessarily the beneficiary. Shelley’s payments to Godwin after 
Shelley’s marriage to Mary were made without employing aliases; 
moreover, Ollier knew Godwin, a fact which would have made the 
alias useless. Nor would there have been in 1818 any reason why 
Ollier should not mention Shelley’s name to Godwin. If this letter 
does not relate to something quite beyond our present knowledge of 
Shelley it is possibly connected with some quixotic charity or some 
petty money-lender with whom he did not wish to be connected by 
name, or more probably with Shelley’s recent instructions to his 
bankers not to pay certain claims (Julian Works, IX, 319). 

Shelley to Peacock, July 25, 1818, in Julian Works, IX, 314. I 
can find no basis in Mary’s journal for Professor Dowden’s statement 
{Life, II, 217) that Shelley still suffered frequently and acutely 
from the old pain in his side, though his letter of August 20, 1818 
(Julian Works, IX, 322) shows that he had suffered with his side 
shortly before that date. 

Shelley wrote Peacock on October 8: “We left ... on a visit 
to Venice partly for the sake of seeing the city and partly that little 
Alba might spend a month or two with Clare . . .” (Julian Works, 
IX, 334). 

Shelley to Mary [August 20, 1818], ibid., IX, 322. 

Shelley to Mary [August 20, 1818], ibid., IX, 323-4. The refer- 
ence in the last line is to Mary’s work on Frankenstein while Shelley 
was absent on his boat-trip with Byron on the Lake of Geneva. The 
work Shelley wished her to undertake was a tragedy on Charles I. 
He thought Godwin’s recent suggestion of a book on the Common- 
wealth men excellent, and “ precisely the subject for Mary,” but sup- 
posed she would not be able to begin it without access to more books 
than were available at Bagni di Lucca. The drama on Charles I 
seems to have been settled on as a substitute requiring fewer books. 
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GENERAL SOURCES 

Shelleys letters (Julian Works, IX, X); “Julian and Mad- 
dalo Shelley’s Poems of 1818 with Mrs. Shelley’s Notes; Shel- 
ley and Mary, Vol. II; Correspondence of Leigh Hunt; Lord 
Byrons Correspondence; Life and Letters of Mary Wollstone- 
craft Shelley (Mrs. Marshall); Harper’s Letters of Mary Shel- 
ley; Peacock’s Works, Vol. VII — all as previously cited. 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Shelley to Mary, [August 20, 1818], Julian Works, IX, 322. 

2 Ibid., 323. 

3 Ibid., 323-4. 

* Shelley to Mary, [August 23, 1818], ibid., 325-6. 

3 Ibid., 325. 

® Shelley to Mary, “ 5 o’clock in the morning ” [August 24, 1818], 
ibid., 327. 

^ Shelley to Peacock, October 8, 1818, ibid., 334-5; also “ Julian 
and Maddalo,” 89-92. Cf. the more extended picture of Venice in 
“ Lines Written among the Euganean Hills.” 

® “Julian and Maddalo ” ( 1818), 43-8. The details of the meet- 
ing are drawn from this poem and from Shelley’s letter to Mary de- 
scribing the same meeting (August 24, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 
327-8). 

3 Shelley to Peacock, October 8, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 334. 

Shelley to Mary [August 24, 1818], ibid., 329-30. 

Such a journey is to be inferred from Mary’s letter of August 
17, 1818, to Maria Gisborne (Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., I, 219) as 
planned to take place shortly after the equinox. 

^2 Mary’s journal, August 28-September 5, 1818. On September 
13, a Monday, Shelley informed Byron of their arrival “last Sun- 
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day,” by which he probably meant ‘‘yesterday a week ago.” This 
would indicate that he had meanwhile informed Byron that Mary 
had not accompanied him to Padua, as Byron had been allowed to 
suppose at first. 

Mrs. Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1818 and her letter to 
Maria Gisborne, “ September, 1818 ” ( Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., I, 
225). 

Mary’s journal, September 5, 1818, Shelley and Mary, II, 328. 

Mary Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1818. 

Shelley to Byron, September 13, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 331. 

Mary’s journal, September 5-24, is very brief and omits Septem- 
ber 6-15 inclusive. It mentions the beginning of Prometheus Un- 
bound on September 5 and thereafter makes no further mention of 
Shelley’s writing until long after they had left Este. Her notes on 
Shelley’s poems, written twenty years later, show that “ Julian and 
Maddalo ” and Act I of Prometheus Unbound were written at Este; 
and Shelley dated “ Lines Written among the Euganean Hills ” “ Oc- 
tober, 1818.” Shelley’s letter of September 22 to Mary shows that 
twenty-six sheets of Prometheus Unbotmd were then written, and 
his letter of October 8 to Peacock speaks of the first act as “ just 
finished.” 

Shelley to Mary [? September 22, 1818], Julian Works, IX, 332. 
The conjectured date of tlie letter is validated by Mary’s journal for 
September 24. 

Correspondence of Leigh Hunt, I, 119-24; Peacock’s Works 
(ed. H. F. B. Brett-Smith ) , VIH, 200-4. All three are in Shelley and 
Mary. 

Shelley to Mary [? September 22, 1818], Julian Works, IX, 332. 

Mary Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1818. 

22 Shelley to Claire Clairmont [September 25, 1818], Julian 
Works, IX, 333. 

2^ Since the Shelleys later sustained a great injury at the hands 
of the Hoppners, it is only fair to pause and consider their early 
behaviour and the impression it left. When Shelley first met them 
he thought them the “ most amiable people I ever knew.” Mr. 
Hoppner, like his father, was a painter, and was on the eve of de- 
parting for the Julian Alps on a sketching excursion. Both had be- 
come so interested in helping Shelley and Claire that they had 
postponed their excursion to do so. Mrs. Hoppner, a native of 
Switzerland, seemed to Shelley kind, beautiful, not wise or philo- 
sophic, but unprejudiced in the best meaning of the word. From 
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the start he was attracted by her hazel eyes and sweet looks, which 
he found “ rather Maryish ” ( Shelley to Mary, August 24, 1818, and 
to Peacock, October 8, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 328, 334). 

Godwin to Mary, October 27, 1818, in Shelley and Mary, li, 
338A. Unsigned and apparently incomplete. Godwin s letter to Shel- 
ley (November 13, 1818, Shelley Memorials, 107) speaks of the 
" great depression of spirits ” revealed in Mary s letters. 

Mary's journal dated “October" (between September 30 and 
October 5) reads: “Transcribe ‘Mazeppa,' copy the Ode.” Byron's 
“ Ode to Venice,” written in July 1818, seems to be the only poem to 
which “ Ode ” could refer. Incidentally it has some general points 
of resemblance to part of Shelleys “Lines Written among the 
Euganean Hills,” which appears to have been composed while the 
“ Ode ” was in Mary’s possession. 

Shelley to Peacock, October 8, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 336. 

“Julian and Maddalo ” (1818), 144-^3. 

“Lines Written among the Euganean Hills,” 335-6. Certain 
phrases about Venice and the plains of Lomba-rdy in Shelley’s letter 
of October 8 to Peacock suggest that the letter and the poem may 
have been written at about the same date. The same letter is full of 
Shelley’s indignation at the tyranny and decadence that was im- 
pressed upon him by his visit to the dungeons of the Venetian state. 

Professor Raymond D. Havens, in his article ‘‘ Julian and Mad- 
dalo” (Studies in Philology, XXVII, 648-53, October 1930), calls 
attention to the disproportion and offers the ingenious suggestion 
that it is due to Shelley’s interest in Tasso. The name Maddalo was 
used by Shelley in one of his Tasso fragments written shortly before 
“Julian and Maddalo,” and Tasso’s madness. Professor Havens 
thinks, is also the madness of Shelley’s Madman. Tasso’s life, like 
the Madman’s, he argues, must have been developed by Shelley 
around the central fact of a guilty and secret love. The presence of 
another woman, however (with whom Shelley’s Madman appears 
to be more deeply in love). Professor Havens himself points out 
as irreconcilable with the Tasso theory. Tasso, moreover, was re- 
garded by Shelley as a flatterer of tyranny, whereas the Madman is 
the reverse. 

It seems to me possible that Tasso was in Shelley’s mind as he 
wrote, but in the background rather than in the foreground. Shelley 
was interested in madness, with reference to himself, long before 
he was interested in Tasso s madness. It was possibly an important 
cause of his original interest in Tasso. Shelley’s two previous autO' 
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biographical characters, Lionel and Laon, each passed through a 
period of madness, and Shelley was convinced that his father once 
wished to confine him as a madman. 

I agree with Professor Havens in dismissing completely the argu- 
ment by Miss Arabella Shore {Gentlemans Magazine, October 
1887, 329-42) and Mr. H. S. Salt {Shelley Society Papers, Series I, 
No. 1, Part II, 1891, 325-42) that the Madman represents Shelley 
in relation to his first wife — a theory modified and developed by 
Professor Peck {Life, II, 103-6). The woman who deserted the 
Madman is still living and is still loved by him; in the end she 
rejoins him. Nor is there any reason to suppose that Shelley, whose 
happiness with Mary had long since obscured the memory of Har- 
riet, should revert to that memory with such intense passion at a 
time when he had far different reasons for deep sorrow. Needless 
to say, I agree with the theory of Professor Carl Grabo {The Magic 
Plant, 1936, pp. 267-71), which in part anticipates my own. 

My disagreement with the interpretation of Professor John Har- 
rington Smith ('"Shejley and Claire Clairmont,’" PM. LA., LIV, 
785-815, September 1939 ) will appear in other notes in this chapter. 

Shelley to the Olliers, November 10, 1820, Julian Works, X, 220. 

Shelley to Charles Ollier, December 15 [or 25], 1819: “Have 
you seen my poem ‘ Julian and Maddalo "... for I mean to write 
three other poems, the scenes of which will be laid at Rome, Flor- 
ence, and Naples, but the subjects of which will be drawn from 
dreadful or beautiful realities, as that of this was” (Julian Works, 
X, 135). Also Shelley to Leigh Hunt, August 15, 1819: “I send 
you a little Poem to give to Ollier for publication but without 
my Name [^c], ... It was composed last year at Este; two 
of the characters you will recognize; the third is also in some de- 
gree a painting from nature, but, with respect to time and place, 
ideal” (ibid., 68). By “the third” Shelley must have meant the 
Madman, for Allegra’s position is quite subordinate, and Shelley 
knew perfectly well that Hunt would recognize her as well as Byron 
and Shelley. 

32 Line 195. 

33 Lines 380-3. Cf. “ Hymn to Intellectual Beauty,” stanzas 5 and 
6; and “ Dedication ” to The Revolt of Islam, stanzas 3, 4, 5. 

3^ Lines 442-6 and 449-50. 

33 See note 31, above. 

33 Lines 415-19. 

37 Lines 357-58. 
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Lines 494-9. 

Lines 328-9. These lines rather militate against Professor 
Smith’s theory, discussed elsewhere, that the Lady was Claire. 

The remainder of this paragraph is quoted from or based un 
lines 529, 347-8, and 383-4 respectively. 

Lines 304-15. 

Lines 337-43. 

Mary Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1818, first published in 

1839. 

But Shelley’s advertisement to Rosalind and Helen, dated Na- 
ples, December 20, 1818, shows that Mary had read “ Lines Written 
among the Euganean Hills ” some time before that date. 

Professor John Harrington Smith, in his article “ Shelley and 
Claire Clairmont” {PM, LA., LIV, 785-814, September 1939), re- 
jects the possibility that the defaulting lady may be Mary Shelley, 
on the grounds that Mary is more clearly to be identified as the 
Madman’s spirit’s mate ” addressed in lines 337-43. This is to judge 
abnormal utterances by normal standards, which calls for caution. 
Every completed poem Shelley is known to have written between 
the death of Clara and his departure from Naples indicates that 
during that period he considered that he had no “spirit’s mate.” 
Mary was only a former “spirit’s mate” whom he hoped would 
be so again, and it is the Mary-who-was that is addressed. With 
any ordinary writer, even, this would not rule out the alien Mary- 
who-is, and even less so with Shelley. 

Professor Smith ignores Shelley’s very pronounced idea of double 
personality. This idea was a constant one with him. To Claire in 
1816 he had analysed her character as that of “ two Claires in 1822 
he spoke of more than one occasion on which he had met (as he 
thought) his own ghost. He had evidently spoken of it often enough 
to make Jane Williams think she saw the same thing. In Act I of 
Prometheus Unbound, which Shelley was writing at the same time 
as “Julian and Maddalo,” he uses the phantasm of Jupiter as a 
coexistent personality of Jupiter himself and pauses in the poem 
(lines 191 ff.) to suggest a basis for the idea. In “Lines Written 
among the Euganean Hills ” he seems to have thought of himself as 
buried with Clara and as also writing the poem. In one of his 
letters from Naples he spoke of “ two Italys ” radically diflFerent yet 
coexistent in his mind, and the same distinction about Greece is 
clearly implied in his Hellas, He spoke of hypnotism as a possible 
proof that the mind could separate itself from the body. The long 
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persistence of this idea, and its immediacy at the time " Julian and 
Maddalo ” was written, indicate that a double identity for Mary, 
under the circumstances, is not to be dismissed as impossible or 
fantastic, but on the contrary is natural and almost to be expected. 

There is indeed one passage in the poem which, as Professor 
Smith reads it, seems irreconcilable with the identification of the 
Madman's defaulting lady with Mary Shelley. In lines 420-38 the 
Madman says that in her revulsion his Lady has given emphatic 
utterance to the wish that she had never seen or heard him, or en- 
dured his embrace. She even wished that he had emasculated him- 
self — 

so that ne’er 

Our hearts had for a moment mingled there 
To disunite in horror. 

If one reads the quoted lines as stating that there was only one 
moment of sexual union between the two, then the passage cannot 
refer to Mary. The passage would then mean that his love for his 
Lady, as the Madman describes it, turns on one climactic moment 
— which is rather absurd. But the phrase ‘‘ ne’er for a moment ” is 
plainly intensive only ( never even for one moment ) , just as the word 
" never ” or ne’er ” is used for ‘‘ never even ” four times previously 
in the same sentence. In this sense it fits perfectly with the state 
of mind I have imputed to Mary following Clara’s death — or rather 
with Shelley’s possibly exaggerated view of it. 

An existing love for Claire will not fulfil the circumstances of 
the poem. If Claire is thought of as tlie Lady, the love would have 
been one of long duration during which, as the Madman says, there 
was no infidelity — and Shelley’s love for Mary during much of this 
period would have been infidelity to Claire. If Mary is thought of 
as the Lady and a secret love for Claire as the “falsehood,” the 
situation is even more evidently inconsistent with the Madmans 
assertion of fidelity to the Lady. 

Anyone who believed in the “ Hoppner scandal ” ( to be discussed 
later in this chapter) might suppose that the Lady is indeed Mary 
and the secret falsehood the fact that a child was to be bom to 
Shelley and Claire soon afterwards in Naples. This would still vio- 
late the Madman’s assertion of fidelity to the Lady — and even more 
his clear belief that his secret was within his own keeping. If one 
thinks of Claire as the Lady, then the child to be bom was cer- 
tainly not a secret the Madman could speak of (as he does) as 
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one he concealed from her. Moreover, the Lady under such cir- 
cumstances would surely not have abandoned her lover with scorn 
and contempt at the very time he was most needed. 

In his recent article (cited in the previous note) Professor John 
Harrington Smith argues for a long, intermittent love-aflFair between 
Shelley and Claire and asserts that Claire is the Madman’s Lady 
in “ Julian and Maddalo,” though he considers Shelley’s love at that 
time to be more reminiscent (or temporarily recrudescent) than 
active and enduring. I have already commented sufficiently on 
Claire’s asserted identity with the Lady; but I must add my con- 
viction that Professor Smith has misunderstood most of the evidence 
by which he has sought to build up his general situation between 
the two. I can find no passage cited in support of his view which 
necessarily runs counter to the view expressed in this book, nor do 
I find any such passage in my own reading of all the letters, journals, 
and poems of the parties involved. He has too often failed to dis- 
criminate between passages that can support a view already chosen 
but are also capable of different interpretation, and passages that 
inevitably support that view alone. I can find none of the latter, 
which are absolutely necessary to sound conclusions. Professor 
Smith’s passages seem to me to have been chosen (and often in- 
terpreted) arbitrarily, without due regard to the mass of other 
materials from which one would presume a more regular relation- 
ship. 

^0 Lines 383-4. 

Shelley sent the poem to Hunt on August 15, 1819, for pub- 
lication by Ollier, “ without my name!* Shelley’s letter of January 2, 
1821 shows that Claire objected to the publication and assures her 
(contrary to his apparent intention at the time) that it would not 
be published. But the most obvious basis for Claire’s objection is 
not the Madman’s story, which she may not have understood, but 
the account of Allegra, which would be immediately clear if the 
poem were published with Shelley’s name. 

Lines 359-60. 

Shelley to Peacock, November 9, 1818, Julian Works, IX, 347. 

See note 30, above. 

See Chapter xiv, conclusion, and note 80 to that chapter. 

In 1818 the fragment "To Mary,” written at Este, expressed 
despondency at Mary’s absence. Though it may have been written 
before Mary’ s arrival there and refer only to a physical absence, if 
it was written after Clara’s death it certainly refers to her spiritual 
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absence. It is quite similar to two fragments of the same title written 
in 1819, evidently inspired by the effect upon Mary of the death of 
William Shelley. The poem " Loves Philosophy,” with the fragment 
usually printed as "Follow,” which is evidently a part of it (both 
written before December 28, 1819 though dated 1820 by Mary Shel- 
ley and subsequent editors), may represent, after the situation had 
changed, a more hopeful wooing of Mary than the despondent woo- 
ing of " Invocation to Misery.” If so, it would be still easier to under- 
stand why Shelley in presenting the poem to Sophia Stacey and also 
in giving it to Leigh Hunt for publication left off the stanza that is 
so evidently a part of it and that troubled Mr. H. B. Forman ( The 
Shelley Notebooks, II, 11) as Shelley's "only licentious stanza” — 
because with the stanza added it is definitely a personal rather than 
a generally philosophic poem. Cf. Chapter xxiii, notes 51 and 52. 

"Is Not To-day Enough?” (1819) is an eight-line fragment in 
which the deeply despondent speaker who has fled from a " cheerless 
home” tells himself he must return "charged with the load that 
makes thee faint and /nourn.” The plant in " The Sensitive Plant ” 
(1820) has long been identified with Shelley, and the Lady of the 
garden in that poem with Love, or Intellectual Beauty. This re- 
mains quite true, but it may now be seen also that the deserted plant 
and garden of that poem correspond exactly, though in a far mel- 
lower and more impersonal mood, with the deserted Madman of 
"Julian and Maddalo” and the deserted Shelley of 1818. Shelley 
said that the Lady of the garden was an " anticipated cognition ” of 
Jane Williams, but she corresponds to the two Mary Shelleys of 
" Julian and Maddalo ” and to Shelley's Mary before and after the 
alienation following Clara's death. "The Question” (1820) repre- 
sents a poet gathering beautiful flowers but in despair of finding a 
recipient for them. " The Two Spirits — An Allegory ” ( 1820 ) is 
a short debate between a spirit who discourages aspiration and a 
spirit determined to aspire because " within my heart is the lamp of 
love”; it closes with mention of a traveller who dreams of "the 
silver shape like his early love ” and awakes to find night turned to 
day. Hitherto there has been no allegory apparent in this poem in 
spite of the title; there is at least a possible one now, however, in 
the restored love of Shelley and Mary. "Time Long Past” (1819) 
and " Death ” ( 1820 ) contain only vague, possible connections in 
mood with the other poems under consideration. However, the 
seven-line fragment " To thirst and have no fill,” which Mary Shel- 
ley dated 1817 and connected with the mood of " Prince Athanase,” 
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may well be, as Forman conjectured, a cancelled passage of “ Julian 
and Maddalo.” In it the despondent speaker feels condemned 

To nurse the image of unfelt caresses 
Till [dizzy] imagination just possesses 
The half -created shadow. 

Also another short lyric entitled " Death,” published by Mary Shel- 
ley as written in 1817, fits so well into the group of the sad poems 
accompanying “ Julian and Maddalo ” ( and especially the “ Invo- 
cation to Misery”) that one suspects it may belong there, instead 
of to Shelley s grief over the deaths of Harriet and Fanny Imlay. 

" The Choice,” lines 23-36, Shelley’s Works ( ed. Forman, 1876 ) , 

1,4. 

Mary’s remorse in this poem has hitherto been understood to apply 
to her conduct in the months immediately preceding Shelley’s death. 
No doubt these months are included in her apology, but these lines 
cannot be taken to apply solely to that time, for they say that 
Shelley had often written of his dejection and imply that it was 
caused by “unrequited love.” Moreover, Mary’s conduct in 1822 
was not a matter of “ cold neglect, averted eyes ”; it was a simple 
case of unreasoning, hysterical fear directly traceable to her preg- 
nancy at the time. The lines apply fully, however, to the situation 
in the autumn of 1818, which was probably repeated in milder form 
after the death of William Shelley in 1819. 

In this connection one wonders that the usually sympathetic and 
charitable Leigh Hunt could have judged Mary so severely simply 
on the basis of her obviously hysterical conduct at San Terenzo in 
1822, of which Shelley is known to have told him. Obviously the 
Williamses, who were witnesses, did not judge so harshly. Only by 
supposing that Shelley also told Hunt of the events of 1818 does 
Hunt’s behaviour seem in character. Many years later Hunt ex- 
plained to a correspondent that he would not review Middleton’s 
life of Shelley or write a life himself because there were truths he 
could not suppress without falsifying the biography, nor utter with- 
out deeply injuring the living. (Leigh Hunt to Edmund Ollier, 
February 2, 1858, in Luther A. Brewer: My Leigh Hunt Library 
— The Holograph Letters, Iowa City, 1938, p. 114.) 

Shelley to Peacock, December [22], 1818, Julian Works, X, 
12, 13. 

Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, December (no day) 1818, in 
Shelley Memorials, 107. 
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Julian Works, IX, 337-42. Mary's journal for the same days 
runs as follows: 

Thursday, Nov. 5. — Go as far as Rovigo. Bad roads and cloudy 
weather. 

Friday, No. 6. — Very bad roads; our horses could hardly draw the 
carriage; we get oxen where we can. Pass by farm-house filled 
with the finest oxen in the world. Sleep at Ferrara. 

Saturday, Nov. 7. — Remain all day at Ferrara. Visit the Public 
Library, where we see the armchair and inkstand of Ariosto, his 
handwriting, also tliat of Tasso. Visit the carcere of Tasso. Read 
Montaigne. Shelley reads Plato’s " Republic.” 

Toward the end of the letter, as Shelley philosophizes about 
painting in relation to the other arts in a passage that definitely fore- 
shadows a part of his “ Defence of Poetry,” one wonders if Guido s 
painting may not be the starting-point of his “ Song of Proserpine,” 
written in 1820, in the same way that he imagined the lost paintings 
of antiquity may have stimulated Homer and -^schylus. 

Shelley to Peacock, Monday [November 9, 1818], Julian Works, 
IX, 346. Dated November 9 by Mary Shelley in Shelleys Essays, 
Letters from Abroad (1840), II, 153. But it is mentioned in Shelley 
and Mary as written Tuesday, November 10. 

Mary’s journal, Shelley and Mary, II, 339-40, November 14-20. 

Shelley to Peacock, November [20], 1818, Julian Works, X, 4. 
This letter should probably be dated November 21, since Shelley 
says in the opening sentence that he has yet seen nothing in Rome 
except St. Peter’s and the Vatican. Mary’s journal shows that the 
Vatican was visited on November 21 and that on the 22nd a number 
of historic places were visited. Thus the letter was probably written 
after a visit on the 21st and before those of the 22nd. 

Ibid., 4-5. 

Shelley to Peacock, December [22], 1818, ibid., X, 13. 

Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, December [no day], 1818, in 
Shelley Memorials, 108. 

"The Goliseum: A Fragment” fills nearly eight pages in the 
Julian Works (VI, 299-306). It consists of a conversation between 
an old man and his daughter and a youthful stranger, in the Golos- 
seum, which is excellently described. The young stranger’s physical 
appearance is much like Shelley’s in his various self-descriptions; 
the old man, however, is Shelley’s mouthpiece. His prayer to Love 
may be connected with the situation existing between Mary and 
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Shelley: "O Power . . . Thou which interpenetratest all things, 
and without which this glorious world were a blind and formless 
chaos . . . Two solitary hearts invoke thee, may they be divided 
never! ” etc. 

Shelley to Peacock, December [22], 1818, Julian Works, X, 
13-14. 

Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, December (no day), 1818, in 
Shelley Memorials, 108. 

Shelley to Peacock, December [22], 1818. Julian Works, X, 15. 

So stated by Shelley in an oflBcial document quoted in Ap- 
pendix VI. 

Shelley to Peacock, December [22], 1818, Julian Works, X, 15. 

Shelley to Peacock, February 25 [1819], ibid., 28. 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, December 22, 1818, ibid., 10. 

Shelley to Peacock, January 24 and February 25, 1819, Julian 
Works, X, 27 and 34. Charles MacFarlane, in his Reminiscences 
of a Literary Life (London, 1917) , 6, gives the surgeon’s name as 
“ Mr. Roskilly ” and quotes him (p. 9) as saying that Shelley’s health 
was in a very poor way ” when he left Naples. 

Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, February 19, 1819, in Shelley 
and Mary, II, 362. 

" Ode to the West Wind,” hi, 32-6. The moss and seaweed as 
well as the sunken ruins are described in Shelley’s letter to Peacock 
that constitutes the only account of this excursion (December [22?], 
1818; Julian Works, X, 12-19). The last line of the quotation is pos- 
sibly a reminiscence of Shelley’s earlier visit to the Prato Fiorito, 
from Bagni di Lucca. 

Shelley to Peacock, ibid., 17. 

Shelley to Peacock, ibid., 17-19. 

Shelley to Peacock, January 24, 1819, ibid., 25, 26. Two years 
later, in his *‘Ode to Naples,” Shelley describes his feelings at 
Pompeii in lines 1-11. 

Charles MacFarlane, op. cit., 1-^12. Professor Peck {Life, II, 
113), the only biographer who has mentioned Shelley’s acquaintance 
with MacFarlane, supposes the visit of Shelley and MacFarlane to 
Pompeii to be the one described in Shelley’s letter. But MacFarlane 
speaks of meeting Mary after the return from Pompeii and makes 
it quite clear that he made the visit with Shelley alone, whereas 
Mary’s journal for December 22 makes it clear that she was present 
with Shelley in Pompeii and does not mention MacFarlane. This was 
two months before the Shelleys left Naples; MacFarlane’s visit was 
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only a few days before their departure. MacFarlane's account 
was written thirty-seven years later and may be both padded and 
inaccurate, but we must either suppose two separate visits or else 
suppose MacFarlane's account entirely fictitious. If he had based 
a fictitious account on Shelley s letters from Italy published by Mary 
Shelley in 1840 he would have made it conform to Shelley s account 
instead of clashing with it. Hence his account should be accepted as 
genuine, and hence Shelley made two visits to Pompeii. Mary’s 
journal for February 25 mentions also a visit to Pompeii on the 
return journey from Paestum, but does not mention MacFarlane. 

Shelley to Peacock, February 25, 1819, Julian Works, X, 30-2. 

Mary’s journal under the dates given, and Shelley’s letters to 
Peacock, December [22], 1818 and February 25, [1819], ibid., 19, 
28, 29, and 32-4. For Rossetti, see MacFarlane’s Reminiscences, 3-5. 

See Mary Shelley s letter of August 11, 1821 to Madame Hopp- 
ner, quoted in Chapter xxvii. It is unfortunate that Mary’s letter does 
not fix the date of Paolo’s discharge. Shelley’s letter of Decem- 
ber [22?] to Peacock shows that Paolo was present on the expedition 
to Vesuvius ( December 16 ) and presumably was in his employ when 
the letter was written. The next letter to Peacock (January 24, 1819) 
states that “ Elise has just married our Italian Servant and has quitted 
us; the man was a great rascal, and cheated enormously: this event 
was very much against our advice” (Julian Works, X, 27). 

Madame Hoppner to Mary Shelley, January 6, 1819, in Shelley 
and Mary, II, 357-8. 

Leigh Hunt to the Shelleys, November 12, 1818, in Correspond- 
ence of Leigh Hunt, I, 125; and Shelley to Leigh Hunt, Decem- 
ber 22, 1818, in Julian Works, X, 9-11. 

Peacock to Shelley, November 29 and December 15, 1818, and 
January 13, 1819; in Peacock’s Works, ed. Brett-Smith, VIII, 207, 211, 
214; also in Shelley and Mary, 

Shelley to Peacock [January 24, 1819], Julian Works, X, 21. 

Mary Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1818. 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, December 22, 1818, Julian Works, X, 10. 

In the Preface to Essays, Letters from Abroad, etc. (1840) 
Mary Shelley quotes a maxim of Shelley’s: " ‘ When we take people 
merely as they are, we make them worse; when we treat them as if 
they were what they should be, we improve them as far as they can 
be improved.’ ” 

For examples, Dowden ( Life, II, 252-3 ) , W. M. Rossetti ( Mem- 
oir of Shelley, section xx), Helen Rossetti Angeli {Shelley and His 
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Friends in Italy, 54-5). Mrs. Marshall and Professor Peck mention 
the Hoppner scandal, but discuss no mystery. 

See conclusion of Chapter xiv, and note 80 to that chapter. 

See note 31, above. 

The three official documents establishing the birth, baptism, 
and death of Elena Adelaide Shelley are given in Appendix vii. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, June 30, July 2, 1820, and an undated 
letter to the Gisbornes, probably written in July 1820 ( Julian Works, 
X, 180, 182, 184). 

Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, June 29 and November 24, 
1819; Harper: Letters of Mary W, Shelley, 66, 80. 

The silence of Mary s journal might mean little on this point, 
since at Marlow Mary s journal ignored the constant presence in the 
house of the semi-adopted Polly Rose. But the later evidence of 
Elise Foggi is here almost conclusive. Elise said the child was 
spirited out of the house immediately after its birth and that Mary 
never knew of it. Elise and Paolo were discharged between Decem- 
ber 22 and January 24. To have known of the child at all, which 
they certainly did, they must have been with the Shelleys at the time 
of its ‘‘ birth.” Its presence or absence in the house for any length 
of time after its birth is a point in which Elise could not possibly 
have been mistaken. Though I believe Elise misunderstood what 
she saw and heard, she would hardly have made a wilful mis- 
statement about the child’s absence knowing that probably half a 
dozen witnesses could prove it false. If the child had remained in 
the house Elise would have welcomed the fact as a demonstrable 
confirmation of her story, instead of asserting the contrary. 

See conclusion of Chapter xiv and note 80 on that chapter. 

To the extent that circumstantial evidence can be deduced from 
the known facts between the time the Shelleys left England and 
the time of their Neapolitan residence, every consideration weighs 
against both hypotheses; 

1. It is rather hard to suppose Shelley capable of a purely sordid 
or even a purely impulsive casual liaison, especially at a time when 
he was continually on the move. His letters of 1818 speak more than 
once of a mental and physical disgust for Italian women. It is dif- 
ficult to suspect him of a sneaking liaison with either of the two 
maidservants. If, nevertheless, Elena was the child of Shelley and 
Milly Shields, assuredly her fellow-servant Elise Foggi would have 
been aware of the facts and would not have substituted an ap- 
parently improbable story for the true one. And if Elise herself was 
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the mother of Shelley's child she would have told no story at all. 
Medwin s mysterious " lady " might be a possible mother if her very 
existence were not so doubtful, but even then (when the time-ele- 
ments are closely examined) there would be difficulties of cir- 
cumstance and opportunity that would render such a hypothe- 
sis rather ridiculous. To the extent that circumstantial evidence 
permits conclusions, we may safely conclude that Elena Adelaide 
Shelley was not the daughter of Shelley and an unknown mother. 

2. If Elena was the daughter of Claire and an unknown father, 
the Shelleys would certainly have kept her existence a secret (which 
they did ) on account of the Byron-Allegra complication. But in that 
event Mary would have known in advance. Shelley might even have 
been willing to conceal the facts from Mary, for Claire's sake, but 
Claire, in the peculiar relations existing among the three, would 
never have dared allow Mary to suspect that the child was hers 
and Shelley's. It is unthinkable that she would not have abolished 
this possibility in advance. However unwillingly, Mary would then 
have assisted Claire. She had done so under exactly similar circum- 
stances when Allegra was born. 

Claire’s journal is missing for nearly six months before and more 
than two months after Elena’s birth, and the silence of Mary's journal 
about Elena is no certain proof that she either knew or did not know 
that Claire was to have a child. She had been equally silent when 
Allegra was born. The testimony of Elise Foggi, however (as given 
in full in Chapter xxvii), is clear on this point. Mary did not know 
of any birth at the time. If Elise’s story was a malicious fabrication, 
a hundred inventions would have occurred to her as more credible 
than the assertion that the child was born and the mother restored to 
strength under Mary’s eyes without her knowledge. Experienced 
doctors disagree on the mere possibility. Certainly there could have 
been no doubt in Elise's mind that such details were both unneces- 
sary and dangerous — unless she really believed them herself. Evi- 
dently Elise believed that Mary knew nothing of this mysterious 
birth, and Elise was in a position to know. Moreover, Claire Clair- 
mont, though she had been Byron's mistress, was a fastidious person 
hardly to be suspected, unless there were definite evidence, of a 
sordid, overnight hotel immorality with a stranger — an affair, more- 
over, for which her opportunities during the journey from Calais to 
Pisa were extraordinarily limited. 

The text of Elise's story as repeated in a letter from R. B. 
Hoppner to Byron is quoted in Chapter xxvii, with the comment^ 
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of both Shelley and Mary at the time. For Elise’s unconvincing repu- 
diation of her story, see Chapter xxviii, text and note 51. 

William Graham: Last Links with Byron, Shelley, and Keats 
(London, 1898). The book has been regarded by most Shelley ans 
as untrustworthy, or worse. 

Julian Works, X, 150, 152, and 367. 

Shelley to Byron, May 26, 1820, ibid., 194. 

In order to consider every possible circumstance that might 
support Elise’s story, two other particulars should be mentioned. In 
1822 when Claire was in frequent consultation with Elise and Elise 
was repudiating her former story, Claire’s journal contains several 
passages that have been carefully crossed out. It might be presumed 
that this was to destroy references to Elena. But these passages are 
all short, and by infra-red photography I have deciphered some of 
them completely and all of them partly, without encountering a 
single word that could refer to the Naples affair, or to any other 
matter that might seem to require deletion. 

The other circumstance is Shelley s mysterious letters of June 28 
and August (no day) 1818 to Ollier, discussed in Chapter xix. One 
might suppose the sums there mentioned to be payments for medi- 
cines sent to Shelley to procure an abortion. The real purpose of 
these letters is unknown, and the truth of Elise’s charges would have 
to be demonstrated first to establish such a meaning for these letters. 
Meanwhile they are more credible as financial transactions which 
for unknown reasons had to be kept secret. See Chapter xix, note 61. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, dated by the editors “ June or July, 
1820,” Julian Works, X, 184; and Mary to Shelley, undated [Au- 
gust 10, 1821?], Dowden: Life, II, 426. 

See note 93, above. Shelley s use of my instead of our is signifi- 
cant in connection with the name Elena. The name, Elena, compli- 
menting Mary, was evidently given in anticipation of Mary’s ap- 
proval; the my suggests the failure of this hope. 

I can find no person in Shelley’s acquaintance or family who 
bore Elena’s second name, Adelaide. A possible but rather far- 
fetched source for the name would be Mrs. Opie’s Adelina Mowbray, 
or Mother and Daughter, which impressed Shelley considerably just 
before his elopement with Harriet. A poet’s ear would hardly ap- 
prove Elena Adelina, and Adelaide may have resulted from a com- 
bination of Adelina and Mowbray. And Shelley had previously con- 
ferred the name Constantia on Claire from a novel. 

“ Shelley, he says, attempted suicide in Naples W. M. Ros- 

570 



Chapter XX 


Notes 107-112 


setti s reports of conversations with Trelawny, in the Athenseum for 
July 15, 1882 (No. 2855, p. 79). Cf. ‘‘Julian and Maddalo,” 494-9, 
where the Madman rejects the constant temptation to suicide and 
lives only because the Lady’s lot is rendered less defenceless by his 
doing so. 

An annotation to this act in Halsbury's Statutes of England 
(London, 1929), IX, 827, states: “Before the passing of this act 
adoption had never been recognized by the law, though agreements 
may have been made which for many purposes place a stranger in 
loco parentis/* Complete legal status, with a definite system of legal 
adoption, was not available in England until the British Adoption 
of Children Act, in 1926 {Encyclopaedia Briiannica, 14th ed., art. 
“ Adoption ”). For this information I am indebted to Professors J. S. 
Bradway and Douglas Maggs of Duke University Law School.) 

108 For a similar case, involving a well-known Canadian author, 
see Time, XXXII, 52 (December 5, 1938). 

A further suggestion that Mary knew oceurs in Shelley s letter 
of April 6, 1819 to Mrs. Gisborne (Julian Works, X, 50): “A com- 
bination of circumstances which Mary will explain to you, leads us 
back to Naples in June, or rather at the end of May, where we shall 
remain until the ensuing winter.” Also Mary’s letter of August 17, 
1820 to Amelia Curran, quoted in Chapter xxv (II, 215). 

See note 109 above. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, February 19, 1819, Shelley 
and Mary, II, 362-3. 

Medwin: Revised Life, 116. 

Chapter XXI 


GENERAL SOURCES 

Shelley’s letters (Julian Works, IX, X); Shelley’s poems, with 
Mrs. Shelley’s Notes and her Preface to Essays, Letters from 
Abroad, etc.; Shelley and Mary, Vol. II; journal of Claire Clair- 
mont; Correspondence of Leigh Hunt; Life and Letters of Mary 
W ollstonecraft Shelley (Mrs. Marshall); Letters of Mary Shel- 
ley (Harper); Shelley Memorials — all as previously cited — 
and Mrs. Helen Rossetti Angeli: Shelley and His Friends in 
Italy (London, 1911). 
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NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Mary’s journal, March 5, 1819. Claire’s journal becomes again 
available beginning March 7, and is the basis for the statement about 
their places of residence. Shelley’s letter to Peacock, March 23, 1819, 
gives an excellent account of the journey to Rome. 

^ Shelley to Peacock, March 23, 1819, Julian Works, X, 38-9. 

^ Ibid., 40-1. 

^ Claire’s journal for March 9, 1819; also Shelley to Peacock as 
cited in note 2 above. 

® The Shelleys were using at the time J. C. Hobhouse’s notes on 
Canto iv of Childe Harold's Pilgrimage, J. C. Eustace’s Classical 
Tour through Italy (1813), and Joseph Forsyth’s Remarks on An- 
tiquities, Arts and Letters during an Excursion in Italy in the Years 
1802 and 1803, 

® Shelley to Peacock, Julian Works, X, 42, 43. 

^ Ibid., 41. 

® Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, March 12, 1819, Harper, op. 
cit., 55. 

^ Shelley to Leigh Hunt, September 3, 1819, Julian Works, X, 
76, 77. 

Shelley Memorials, 113. 

Shelley to Peacock, April 6, 1819, Julian Works, X, 46-7. 

Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, April 26, 1819, Shelley Memo- 
rials, 113. Signora Dionigi is not mentioned by name, but the char- 
acterization seems intended for her and is so taken by Mrs. Marshall 
in her life of Mary Shelley and by Mrs. Helen Rossetti Angeli in 
Shelley and His Friends in Italy, 65. 

Godwin to Mary Shelley, March 5, 1819, in Shelley and Mary, 
II, 364 A. 

Mary Shelley to Leigh Hunt, April 6, 1819, Harper, op. cit., 64. 

Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, March 12, 1819, ibid., 55, 56. 

Shelley to Peacock, April 6, 1819, Julian Works, X, 48. 

The portrait of William Shelley was a great comfort to Shelley 
and Mary after William’s death. Presumably it descended to Sir 
Percy Florence Shelley, but, like Mary’s portrait, secured and kept by 
Trelawny in 1923, it appears never to have been printed. The portrait 
of Claire was owned by Edward Trelawny in 1882 ( W. M. Rossetti: 
" Talks With Trelawny,” in the Athenaeum, July 15, 1882, p. 79 ) . 
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See Appendix V. 

Mrs. Shelley’s Note to The Cenci, and Shelley’s Preface. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, April 6, 1819, Julian Works, X, 50. 

Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, April 26, 1819, Shelley Me- 
morials, 112. Mary’s invitation is in a postscript omitted in Shelley 
Memorials, but included in Shelley and Mary, II, 376. 

Shelley to Hogg, July 25, 1819, Julian Works, X, 64. 

23 Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, May 30, 1819, in Shelley and 
Mary, II, 379. 

2^ Julian Worfc5, X, 52. The letter was first ascribed to Miss Curran 
by Lady Shelley, in Shelley and Mary, and her ascription has been 
accepted by Professor Dowden and Mr. Ingpen. A recent study of 
the MS. by Professor Frederick L. Jones {Times Literary Supple- 
ment, July 10, 1937) shows that it is endorsed by Mrs. Gisborne: 
" C. C. and M. W. S.” 

2® Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, August 28, 1819, in Marshall, 
op. cit., I, 252. 

2« Shelley to Hogg, July 25, 1819, Julian Works, X, 64. 

2*^ Hogg to Shelley, July 2, 1819, in Shelley and Mary, II, 385. 

23 Leigh Hunt to Mary Shelley, July (no day) 1819, Correspond- 
ence of Leigh Hunt, 1, 132-3. 

2^ Mary Shelley to Amelia Curran, Marshall, op. cit., I, 249-50. 

3® Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, June 29, 1819, Harper, op. cit., 
66-7, 68. 

31 Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, August 28, 1819, Marshall, 
op. cit., I, 252. 

32 William Godwin to Mary Shelley, September 9, 1819, Marshall, 
op. cit., I, 254-6. 

33 Mary Shelley’s Note on The Cenci; also Mary Shelley to Mari- 
anne Hunt, August 28, 1819, Harper, op. cit., 69, 70. 

3^ Shelley to Peacock, August (“Probably 22”) 1819, Julian 
Works, X, 72. 

3^^ Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, August 28, 1819, Harper, op. 
cit., 73. 

33 Shelley to Peacock, June [20 or 21?] 1819, Julian Works, X, 57. 

37 Shelley to Peacock, April 6, 1819, Julian Works, X, 49. Mary 
Shelley to Marianne Hunt, November 24, 1819, Harper, op. cit., 81. 

33 Shelley to Peacock, July 6, 1819, Julian Works, X, 59. 

33 The location of William Shelley’s grave is unknown. The white 
marble pyramid supposed to have been placed over it was placed 
by mistake over the body of an adult, and the error was not dis- 
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covered until after Shelley's death, when it was desired to place the 
child's body by the father's ashes. See Chapter xix; also Helen Ros- 
setti Angeli's Shelley and His Friends in Italy, 318-19. 

“ It is not to be supposed that a mind so full of vast ideas con- 
cerning the universe . . . should be content with a mere logical 
view [i.e., Shelley's “ Essay on a Future State ”] of that which even 
in religion is a mystery and a wonder. I cannot pretend to supply 
the deficiency, nor say what Shelley s views were — they were vague, 
certainly; yet as certainly regarded the country beyond the grave as 
by no means foreign to our interests and hopes — " Mary Shelley's 
Preface to Essays, Letters from Abroad, etc. ( 1840) . Byron asserted 
Shelley's belief in immortality, and Trelawny quoted Shelley as deny- 
ing any such belief (Byron to Moore, March 6, 1822, Prothero: 
Letters and Journals, VI, 35; and Trelawny’s Recollections, II, 190). 
CL Chapter xxv, note 62. 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, August 15, 1819, Julian Works, X, 69-70. 

Mary's journal states that it was finished August 8. But in a 
letter to Hunt dated August 15, Shelley refers, to the poem as on the 
eve of completion. Shelley's dedicatory letter to Leigh Hunt is 
dated Rome, May 29, 1819. 

Louise du Plantis. An unpublished letter of Charles Clairmont's 
to Mary and Claire (Vienna, February 26, 1820, in the Bodleian 
Library, MSS Shelley Adds. d. 5, folios 6-8) shows that Madame du 
Plantis, whom he despises, has written to prefer vague charges 
against him and Claire and to break off all relations. Charles seems 
both angry and amused at this, and states that he answered tem- 
perately. Madame du Plantis seems to have been an acquaintance 
of Mrs. Clairmont’s. Her charges may have concerned either Allegra 
or Elena Adelaide, of both of whom Charles was probably still 
ignorant. He believes them to have been trumped up and asks for 
further information. For Shelley's comment on Charles and Louise, 
see Julian Works, X, 93. 

Shelley to Peacock, September 21, 1819, Julian Works, X, 83. 

In late December " Julian and Maddalo ” was still unpublished, 
and as late as May 14, 1820 Shelley still wished it published anony- 
mously, if at all. The delay was probably due to Claire Clairmont's 
objections, which Shelley pacified by assuring her that the poem was 
never intended for publication. Nevertheless, early in 1821 Shelley 
supposed that it had been published according to his directions, 
though as a matter of fact it was first published by Mrs. Shelley in 
1824. Claire s objections may have been based on the presence of 
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Allegra in a poem where Byron, at least, was sure to be recognized. 
(Shelley to Hunt, August 15, 1819; to Ollier, December 15 [or 25], 
1819; May 14, 1820; and February 22, 1821; to Claire Clairmont, 
January 2, 1821; in Julian Works, X, 68, 135, 168, 243, 228. ) 

Nevertheless, The Cenci has had a rather interesting stage 
history. Before 1886 it was several times considered by managers, 
only to be rejected as unsuitable. Miss Genevieve Ward even at- 
tempted to organize a private production. On March 10, 1886 the 
Shelley Society, having been refused a licence for a public perform- 
ance, gave a “ private ” production at the Grand Theatie, Islington, 
witnessed by an audience variously estimated at the time as from 
2,300 to 3,000 people, including such notables as Robert Browning, 
James Russell Lowell, George Meredith, and Bernard Shaw. Despite 
brilliant acting of the principal roles by Alma Murray ( Mrs. Alfred 
Forman) and Herman Vezin, the verdict was almost unanimous that 
the play was unsuited to the modern stage. The Shelley Society 
never carried out its intention of repeating the performance. 

In 1922 a translation by Dr. Otakar Fisher was produced at Prague 
by Dr. Karel Capek, author of R. U. R., with Madame Dostalava 
as Beatrice and with strikingly unusual cubist stage-settings, mostly 
by Joseph Capek. In tlie same year, for four successive Mondays 
beginning November 13, public matinees were given at the New 
Theatre, St. Martin s Lane, London, with Miss Sybil Thorndike as 
Beatrice. 

For the earlier history see Shelley Society Notebook and Papers; 
E. S. Bates: A Study of Shelleys Drama, “ The Cenci"" (New York, 
1908); the Alma Murray pamphlets, and my article: “ Shelleys Debt 
to Alma Murray,” in Modern Language Notes, XXXVH, 411-15 
(November 1922). For the 1922 performance see the Observer 
(London), October 8, 1922 and numerous press clippings in Vol. IX 
of Shelley after 100 Years, Bodleian Library, 2796.C.2. 

Julian Works, X, 79, 83, 134-5, 81. 

Leigh Hunt to Mary Shelley, July (no day) 1819, Correspond- 
ence of Leigh Hunt, 1, 133. 

Leigh Hunt to Shelley, July (no day) 1819, Correspondence 
of Leigh Hunt, 1, 132. 

Shelley to Peacock, August 15, 1819, Julian Works, X, 69. 

Shelley to Peacock, August (probably 22) 1819, Julian Works, 
X, 73. The last sehtence restates Shelley’s poem, " The Past.” 

Shelley to Mr. Dorville, October 18, 1819 (Julian Works, X, 
97), and Mary Shelley to Miss Curran, September 18, 1819, quoted 
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(in part) from Shelley and Mary without date by Mrs. Marshall, 
op. cit., I, 256. It was during this period of six months that the 
Hoppners heard and believed Elise’s scandalous story about the 
birdi of Elena Shelley. They communicated the story to Byron on 
September 16. This probably accounts for part of the silence from 
Venice. The Shelleys were unaware as yet of Elise s story. 

The quotations and some other details in this paragraph are 
drawn from Professor A. Stanley Walkers “Peterloo, Shelley and 
Reform,” P.M.L.A., XL, 128-64 ( March 1925 ) . 

Shelley to Ollier, September 6, 1819, Julian Works, X, 80. 

Shelley to Peacock, September 9, 1819, ibid., 82. 

“ He reads the ‘ Trionfe della Morte ' aloud in the evening . . 
(Mary Shelley’s journal for September 17, 1819). 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt [November 1819] Julian Works, X, 129. 

"Lines Written during the Castlereagh Administration”; 
" Song: To the Men of England ”; " To Sidmouth and Castlereagh ”; 
"Fragment: To the People of England”; "A New National An- 
them ”; " Sonnet: England in 1819.” • 

Mrs. Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1819. 

Mary Shelley to Leigh Hunt, September 24, 1819, Harper, 
op. cit., 77. 

Ibid., 75. 

William Godwin to J. Marshall, August 2, 1800, in C. K. Paul’s 
William Godwin, I, 369-70. 

Claire Clairmont is so quoted by Dowden {Life, 11, 317) and 
Mrs. Angeli {Shelley and His Friends in Italy, 89), from an un- 
specified source of which I am ignorant. 

^ Mrs. Mason to Shelley and Mary, November 14, 1819; also two 
undated letters ("November or December”), and "Friday — 14,” 
1819, in Shelley and Mary, II, 444-51. 
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GENERAL SOURCES 

Shelley’s works and letters in the Julian edition, as previously 
cited. 

Contemporary reviews of Shelley as reprinted in my The Un- 
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extinguished Hearth (Durham, N. C.: Duke University 
Press; 1938). 

My own unpublished doctoral dissertation: Shelleys Dramatic 
Poems, Harvard, 1918, MS. in Widener Library. 

Carl Grabo; A Newton Among Poets (Chapel Hill: University 
of North Carolina Press; 1930). 

Carl Grabo: ^"Prometheus Unbound — An Interpretation 
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press; 1935). 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ " Julian and Maddalo,” 170-1. 

^ Julian Works, X, 40, 47. 

^ Claire Clairmont s journal, March 12, 1819. 

^ Prometheus Unbound, Act II, Scene i, lines 1-12. 

® Ibid., Act II, Scene iii, lines 54-62. 

® Ibid., Act II, Scene v, lines 60-71. 

Ibid., Act III, Scene i, lines 71-4. I do not intend by this para- 
graph to endorse the many attempts, which I consider absurd, to 
find a regular allegorical machinery in the poem. On this point I 
have expressed myself more fully in an article entitled “ Prometheus 
Unbound, or Every Man His Own Allegorist,” in Publications of 
the Modern Language Association of America, XL, 172-84 (March 
1925). 

® Prometheus Unbound, Act III, Scene iii, lines 6-7. 

Ibid.j lines 55-6. 

Many readers of the poem have been misled by the rapidity 
of the changes noted by the Spirit of the Earth into concluding that 
Shelley expected an immediate change. If we could think of the 
human mind as changed to the extent Shelley presupposes, even an 
immediate change in dependent matters would not be unreasonable. 
But the changes here described are probably viewed by Shelley 
from the almost timeless point of view of his characters, for other 
passages in the poem and in his other works show that his conception 
of change in the actual world was gradual. This is especially em- 
phasized when he deals specifically with the actual world in A PhiU 
osophical View of Reform and in his letters. 

^''^'^**^'"1^omethem Unbound, Act III, Scene iv, lines 126-204. 

12 Ibid., Act IV, lines 562-78. 

12 It may be that in one or two details the optimism breaks through 
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its intellectual restraint. When the Spirit of the Earth ( III, iv, 80-3 ) 
describes birds that after Jupiter’s overthrow eat deadly nightshade 
berries unharmed, the reader may see no connection with the human 
will or human vices and virtues. When Asia and Prometheus pro- 
pose to spend their freedom in a lonely cave, it may seem a poor 
and dangerously passive way of enjoying, or at least of preserving, 
freedom. These discrepancies may be partly explained as symbols. 
The cave, at least, is almost certainly not merely a literal cave. Per- 
haps it is also a remnant of Shelley’s early desire to retire to Wales 
with Harriet and later with Mary, which he repeated two years after 
Prometheus Unbound in a letter to Mary and in the idealized solitude 
he imagined for himself and Emilia Viviani. In any case it would 
have been almost as difficult to imagine a plausible future for Pro- 
metheus and Asia as to solve in human language die riddle of good 
and evil. But to explain is not necessarily to justify. Both instances 
seem to me to be flaws of taste and temperament, but minor flaws 
only, since the main structure stands easily without them. 

See Dowden: Lf/e, II, 263-4. 

Shelley to Charles Ollier, June 8, 1821, Julian Works, X, 273. 

Shelley to Charles Ollier, December 15 [or 25], 1819, ibid., 135; 
cf, ibid., 95. Nearly forty references to the poem in Shelley’s letters 
from 1818 to 1822 show the extent of his interest in it. 


Cbatttar xi v of , ^is work. 

r Professor Carl Grabo has made a study of the science of Shel- 
ley’s day and of Shelley’s scientific reading and interests, the results 
of which are to be fouwip his A Newton among Poets ( 1930 ) and 
Prometheus Unbound (1^35^^. In these works he demonstiates be- 
yond question the extent apd accuracy of Shelley’s scientific knowl- 
e^e and links a number of passages in Shelley’s writings with 
<^assages in scientific works that Shelley is known to have read. 
Other passages in Shelley are shown to have a similar resemblance 
to scientific passages which Shelley may have read. The evidence 
is sufiBcient to show an undeniable connection in general, though not 
in every particular case. This inl^ence, I am convinced, is limited 
to the imagery and does not exteiid to the general philosophy of the 
poem. Also it is largely the result of remembered, rather than cur- 
rent, reading. Shelley and Mary provides a detailed account of Shel- 
ley’s daily reading after his elopement with Mary. This record, 
which was available to Professor Grabo only in the scanty printed 
\ excerpts, shows that Shelley did very little scientific reading after 
( 1815. Most of the parallels cited by Professor Grabo from Prome- 
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theus Unbound occur in the fourth act, which was written some, 
months after Shelley considered the poem finished. The fact that| 
Shelley’s Spirit of the Earth is described in terms corresponding; 
ratlier closely with current scientific knowledge of electricity doesl 
not necessarily indicate that Shelley was adapting electricity to his* 
fable of human regeneration, though it does show that he wasi 
neglecting no means, through his imagery, of stimulating the im-| 
agination. The same seems true also of Shelley’s indebtedness to 
Newton, Erasmus Darwin, and Ilerschel, and his possible debt to* 
Father Bcccaria and others. ^ 

This parallel is fully developed by Grabo (A Newton amon^ 
Poets, 140-2), who fully explains both descriptions in terms <if 
nineteenth-century scientific knowledge and speculation. 

Professor Grabo thinks (ibid., 132-3) that Shelley found ir 1 1 
electricity the physical counterpart of Love; that as Love was tc 
Shelley the unifying principle spiritually, so electricity, or fire, wa; 
the unifying principle of the physical universe. Elsewhere in the 
volume ( p. 141 ) he shbws how Shelley’s scientific reading may have 
made him regard electricity as the unifying principle of matter 
Thus he regards Shelley as producing a mystical synthesis of two 
ideas of unity derived from his metaphysical and his scientific in- 
terests. The idea seems to me quite plausible. Shelley was obviously 
deeply interested in both electricity and Love and in arriving at an 
idea of unity beyond the specious and jarring diversity of appear-^ 
ances. But I would insist, far more than Mr^ Grabo seems to think 
necessary, that the use of electricity in thi^xpncept of unity is sym- 
bolic rather than literal. It furnished, ^ least to Shelley’s mind, a| 
powerful suggestion of the possibility of a unifying principle in the 
midst of apparent diversity. It may even have been a part of his | 
general theory of ultimate reality. Shelley could never have expected ? 
electricity to bear a significant part in the moral regeneration which* 
is the centre of the poem. •r— 

In the Examiner for June 23, 1822 Leigh Hunt, in attacking the 
Quarterly s method of demonstrating that Prometheus Unbound was 
obscure, quoted as a parallel the following from Gary’s translation 
of Dante’s Paradiso, turning the blank verse into prose: 


Every orb, corporeal, doth proportion its extent unto the virtue 
through its parts diflFused. . . . Therefore the circle, whose swift 
course enwheels the universal frame, answers to that which is 
supreme in knowledge and in love. . . . 
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Shelley was familiar with the Paradiso before writing Prometheus 
Unbound and Mrs. Shelley was reading it at the time. Also both 
Shelley and Mary were reading frequently in the Old and New Testa- 
ments and may well have been impressed anew with the wheel in 
Ezekiel. 

The word “ phantasm/’ with a suggestion of the meaning Shel- 
ley gives it, may have come into his mind from the Confessions of 
Saint Augustine, which he quoted from in his motto to Alastor, as 
early as 1815. But there are doubtless other possible sources in Shel- 
ley’s philosophic reading from which he could have derived his 
phantasms. Professor Grabo has shown that Shelley’s imagery was 
often coloured by his reading in Neo-Platonic philosophy. 

See Power and Elusiveness in Shelley, by the late Oscar W. 
^Firkins (Minneapolis, 1937). Professor Firkins devoted short chap- 
ters to each of the three categories I have mentioned. 

Ibid., 58. I am indebted to this volume for a part of my discus- 
sion of the imagery of Prometheus Unbound. The same imagery 
becomes much more impressively characteristic when traced through 
the whole body of Shelley’s poetry, as in Professor Firkins’s study. 

The Literary Gazette, September 9, 1820; and the Quarterly 
Review, October 1821. The texts of these and all other contemporary 
reviews of Prometheus Unbound may be seen in my The Unex- 
tinguished Hearth, 217-50. 

Shelley to C. and J. Ollier, March 6, 1820; to Hunt, May 26, 
1820; to Charles Ollier, February 16, 1821; and to John Gisborne, 
Januaiy 26, 1822; Julian Works, X, 148, 171, 237, 354. 

Shelley to Peacock, November 7, 1818, ibid., IX, 340. 

Prometheus Unbound, Act III, Scene iii, lines 113-14. 

Mary Shelley’s Note on The Cenci. 

The production was reviewed by at least eighty-one periodicals 
in 1888. See the list, with copious extracts, in The Shelley Society 
Notebook. 

Cf. Wilhelm Wagner: Shelleys ‘‘ The Cenci,” Analyse, Quellen 
und innerer Zusammenhang mit des Dichters Ideen ( Rostock, 1903 ) , 
90, 93. 

Samuel Phelps, who had wished to stage the play at Sadler’s 
Wells, gave it up on the opinion of Jonas Levy and R. H. Horne that 
the dramatic interest ended with Cenci’s death {Notebook of the 
Shelley Society, I, i, 187). Kean and Macready both considered pro- 
ducing the play, but their motives for not doing so are unknown. 

The Cenci has been called “ the greatest tragedy of modern 
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times” by R. W. Griswold (1875), W. M. Rossetti (1878), R. P. 
Scott (1878), H. S. Salt (1887), and William Sharp (1887); “the 
greatest English tragedy since Shakespeare” by George Griffin 
( 1845 ) , Lady Shelley ( 1858 ) , and John Addington Symtods ( 1879 ) 
— all as quoted by E. S. Bates, in A Study of Shelleys Drama, “ The 
CencV* (New York, 1908), 20. Professor S. C. Chew, in his The 
Dramas of Lord Byron (Baltimore, 1915), 14, and Algernon Charles 
Swinburne in his Preface to Les Cenci (Paris, 1883) both call it the 
greatest English drama of the nineteenth century. Perhaps the limit 
of admiration is reached by Alfred and H. B. Forman in the intro- 
duction to the Shelley Society’s reprint of the play in 1886: “ Com- 
panionship for The Cenci must be sought in the CEdipus Tyrannus 
of Sophocles, in the Medea of Euripides, in Shakespeare’s King Lear, 
and in the masterpiece of French classic drama, Phedre^ 

It had been the “ life-long ambition ” of both Alma Murray 
(Mrs. Alfred Forman) and Miss Glyn to act the part of Beatrice, 
and Miss Genevieve Ward had almost succeeded in organizing a 
private performance several years before the Shelley Society, with 
the material assistance of Alma Murray, staged the “ private ” per- 
formance of 1886 {Daily Telegraph for May 8, 1886, as quoted in 
Shelley Society Notebook, 55-6. See also my “ Shelley’s Debt 
to Alma Murray,” in Modern Language Notes, November 1922, 
XXXVII, 411-15). 

Mary Shelley’s Note on The Cenci, 1839. 

From the original draft of Shelley’s Preface, as printed by H. B. 
Forman in Notebooks of Shelley ( 1911), II, 97. Erroneously quoted 
in Shelley Memorials, 117, as from “ another letter.” Other refer- 
ences to The Cenci in Shelley’s letters may be found in Julian Works, 
X, 61, 79, 134, 148, 151, 159, 166, 172, 192, 194, 232, 235, 237. 

SheUey to Thomas Medwin, July 20, 1820, Julian Works, X, 192. 

See the chapter entitled “ Prometheus Bound ” in Mr. Ells- 
worth Barnard’s Shelleys Religion (Minneapolis, 1937). 

There is no reference to A Philosophical View of Reform in 
Mary’s journal, but on December 23, 1819, while Mary was tran- 
scribing the last act of Prometheus Unbound, Shelley wrote John 
and Maria Gisborne: “I am engaged in a political work,” and on 
May 26, 1820 he asked Leigh Hunt’s help in finding a publisher for 
A Philosophical View of Reform, as if it were practically complete 
(Julian Works, X, 136, 172). The discussion of Spanish aflEairs in 
{he work itself would indicate that at least part of it was written 
at about the same time as “ An Ode, Written October, 1819, before 
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the Spaniards had Recovered Their Liberty.” Mary Shelley’s letter 
of March 26, 1820 to Maria Gisborne {Shelley and Mary, III, 484) 
conveys the recent news of Spanish freedom. 

Professor Dowden described the work in his Transcripts and 
Studies (London, 1888); it was first published in 1920 by T. W. 
Rolleston. The passages quoted in this chapter are from the later 
text of the Julian edition, VII, 333 ff. 
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GENERAL SOURCES 

Shelley’s letters (Julian Works, X), Shelley’s Works, Mrs. 
Shelley’s Notes, Medwin’s Life, Leigh Hunt’s Correspondence, 
Shelley and Mary, Mrs. Marshall, Harper, and Mrs. Angeli — 
all as previously cited. The Quarterly Review, the Examiner, 
the Monthly Magazine, and Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazine. 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Mrs. Angeli, op. cit., 90. I doubt if the house number was so 
high. 

2 From an undated letter of Mrs. Gisborne’s to the Shelleys, 
written apparently in December 1819, it would appear that Madame 
du Plantis or her daughter had formerly been a tutor or governess in 
the family of Mr. Webb, an English merchant at Leghorn with whom 
the Shelleys were acquainted {Shelley and Mary, II, 443). 

® Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, December 28, 1819, ibid., II, 
460. Parts of this letter only are printed in Shelley Memorials, 129. 
Professor Dowden {Life, II, 318, note) misreads this passage as 
referring either to Mrs. Mason or to Mrs. Meadows. The context 
shows that “ Madame M.” refers to Madame Merveilleux du Plantis. 

^ Shelley to Maria Gisborne, October 13 or 14, 1819, Julian 
Works, X, 93. 

® Shelley to Maria Gisborne, October 13 or 14, 1819, ibid., 94. 
To Hogg, on April 20, 1820, Shelley wrote that he had dedicated 
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every sunny day in Florence to study at the art galleries. He praised 
especially the statue of Niobe and her children. " No production of 
sculpture, not even the Apollo, ever produced on me so strong an 
effect as this Niobe (ibid., 159). 

® Mary Shelley s Note on the Poems of 1820. 

Shelley’s “ Notes on Sculptures in Rome and Florence,” sixty 
in number, ranging in length from a mere phrase to two or three 
pages. Medwin first printed eight of them in 1832 and three more 
in 1847; the rest were first printed by H. B. Forman in 1879. Most 
of them are brief descriptions; some, like “The Arch of Titus,” 
“ The Laocoon,” “ Bacchus and Ampelus,” “ Venus Anodyomene,” 
“ Minerva,” “ Marsyas,” “ A Bacchus by Michaelangelo,” and “ Ni- 
obe,” contain excellent touches of delicate, typically Shelleyan ob- 
servation. 

® The Man of Kent or Canterbury Political and Literary Weekly 
Messenger, Saturday, November 21, 1818, pp. 157-60. The general 
tone and two or three phrases in this review suggest Hunt s previous 
review in the Examiner, It is also signed with the figure of a Rand, 
a common signature with Hunt. 

This review, which I overlooked in my The Unextinguished 
Hearth, was called to my attention by Mr. W. S. Ward. 

^ Medwin: Revised Life, 225. This story may still be true, but 
it should be noted that on October 15 Shelley acknowledged re- 
ceipt of both the Quarterly article and Hunt’s reply to it, .sent by 
Ollier (Julian Works, X, 95). Medwin’s later version of the same 
story {The Angler in Wales, London, 1834, II, 190) is, as Forman 
remarks, “ instructively different.” 

Shelley at first supposed it to have been written by Southey, 
and later by Milman (Julian Works, X, 95, 103, 275). 

Shelley to Ollier, October 15 and December 15 [or 25], 1819, 
ibid., 96, 134. (Mr. Charters, who never received full payment for 
the coach he sold Shelley, would probably not have regarded Shel- 
ley’s jest as very humorous. ) 

Ibid., 97. The fragment is dated only 1819, and presumably 
was not completed or sent. Shelley’s quotation from the review 
shows that he meant the April number when he wrote “ Sept, no.” 

The Quarterly Review, XXI, 460-71 (April 1819). 

The Monthly Review, LXXXVIII, 323 ( March 1819). A part of 
this article, including the sentences I have quoted, was copied in 
the Fireside Magazine or Monthly Entertainer, of Stamford, I, 187 
(Mayl, 1819). 
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‘‘ The Quarterly Review, and Revolt of Islam,” in the Examiner 
for September 26 and October 3 and 10, 1819, pp. 620-1, 635-6, 
652-3. The last instalment could not have been included in the 
packet sent by Ollier and acknowledged on October 15, but In 
November Shelley thanked Hunt for the friendly sentiments he had 
expressed in it. 

See my note on this review in The Unextinguished Hearth, 125. 

Blackwoods Edinburgh Magazine, IV, 475-82 (January 1819). 

18 Ibid., V, 268-274 (June 1819). 

1® Ibid., VI, 148-54 (November 1819). 

Shelley to Ollier, December 15 [or 25], 1819, Julian Works, 
X, 134. 

^1 Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne [December 15], 1819, Shel- 
ley and Mary, II, 463, quoted inaccurately and in part in Shelley 
Memorials, 129. 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt [November 13], and to Amelia Curran, 
November 18, 1819, Julian Works, X, 122, 127. 

^8 Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, November 24, 1819 ( Harper, 
op. cit., 80), and Mrs. Mason to Mary Shelley, ‘‘ Friday -- 14, 1819,” 
in Shelley and Mary, II, 451, Also Shelley Memorials, 128. 

Godwin’s letter is not extant, but it is partly described in Shel- 
ley’s letter of August 7, 1820 to Godwin, Julian Works, X, 198. 

Shelley to Amelia Curran, November 18, 1819, ibid., 128. 

28 Mrs. Mason to Shelley, " November or December, 1819,” Shel- 
ley and Mary, II, 447-8. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, November 6, and to John Gisborne, 
November 16, 1819, Julian Works, X, 120, 123. 

28 Mrs. Gisborne to Mary Shelley, undated, in Shelley and Mary, 
II, 419, quoted in Julian Works, X, 92. 

22 Shelley to Henry Reveley, December 7, and to John and Maria 
Gisborne, December 23, 1819, Julian Works, X, 132, 136. 

88 Shelley had drawn a bill of £175 and possibly another of £50 
on Brookes & Co. instead of Messrs. Coutts, and they had protested 
the first bill. Through Mr. Webb, of Leghorn, Shelley had drawn 
in early October a bill of £200 with which to aid Henry Reveley. 
This bill was also protested. ( Shelley to John and Maria Gisborne, 
October 28, and to Brookes & Co., October 30 and December 7, 1819; 
Julian Works, X, 100, 101, 131.) 

8^ Henry Reveley to Shelley, November 10 and 12, 1819, in Shel- 
ley and Mary, II, 436-7, and Julian Works, X, 126; and Shelley to 
Henry Reveley, November 17, 1819, in Julian Works, X, 126-7. 
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Shelley to Hunt [November (no day) 1819], and November 3, 
1819, Julian Works, X, 130-1, 119. 

For a brief eyewitness account of Garbles trial, see Henry 
Crabb Robinson s journal for October 12, 13, 14, 1819. Carlile was 
sentenced to three years in prison, was fined £5,500, and was re- 
quired to give security of £1,200 for good behaviour during life. 
He had previously (in 1817) served four months for publishing 
parodies on the Book of Common Prayer. In 1831 and 1^4 he was 
imprisoned for three years and for four months respectively. All 
together he spent nine years, seven months, and one week in prison. 
After serving his three-year sentence beginning in 1819 he was com- 
pelled to serve an additional three years for non-payment of fines. 
His publishing business, which went on during his imprisonments, 
was several times ruined by the government. So sober a person as 
Francis Place cautioned him against being poisoned in prison; an- 
other friend reported to him in 1830 that the government was 
secretly discussing the revival of flogging for his special benefit. 

Like Leigh Hunt, Carlile was permitted to write while in prison. 
During five of his six years in Dorchester Gaol Carlile wrote almost 
single-handed his thirty-two-page weekly Republican and a life of 
Tom Paine. Other radical periodicals published and largely vvritten 
by him were the Deist, the Moralist, the Lion, the Prompter, the 
Gauntlet, the Christian Warrior, the Phoenix, the Scourge, and the 
Church, 

It was one of Carlile's shopmen, William Clark, who published 
in 1821 the first pirated edition of Shelley’s Queen Mob, after Carlile 
had vainly sought Shelley’s permission to publish it in 1819. In 1822, 
while still in jail, Carlile purchased and offered for sale the remain- 
ing copies of Shelley’s original edition, and printed articles about 
Shelley in the Republican, 

In later years, as the result of difficulties with the wife who had 
ruined herself for his sake, he maintained a common-law wife. His 
disposition seemed not to have been always the most amiable — 
Crabb Robinson (a barrister) was offended by his pertness in court 
in 1819. But he was shrewd, courageous, and energetic, and though 
his portrait now hangs in the National Portrait Gallery, England has 
never yet suflBciently acknowledged his services and sufferings in 
the cause of free speech. (See mainly his Republican and The 
Battle of the Press, as Told in the Story of the Life of Richard Carlile, 
By his Daughter, Theophila Carlile Campbell, London, 1899. ) 

For further details of this episode in the relation of radicals to 
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law enforcement see my article “ Literature and the Law of Libel: 
Shelley and the Radicals of 1840-42 ” in Studies in Philology , XXII, 
34-47 (January 1925). 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, November 3, 1819, Julian Works, X, 
118. Mary Shelleys journal records this letter as written Novem- 
ber 5. 

According to Mary's journal, " Shelley reads Peter Bell,” Octo- 
ber 24, and she copied it October 28 and finished copying it No- 
vember 2, 1819. 

See the introductory poem to " The Witch of Atlas,” and Med- 
win: Revised Life, 250. 

Mrs. Mason to Mary Shelley (no month) 14, 1819, Shelley 

and Mary, II, 449. 

Maria Gisborne to the Shelleys, undated (December, 1819?), 
ibid., 440. 

Shelley to Hunt [November 13, 1819], Julian Works, X, 122. 

Shelley to Medwin, January 17, 1820, ibid., 140. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, January 18, 1820, in Shelley 
and Mary, II, 469. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, undated, ibid., 465. 

In one of Shelley's notebooks occurs a stanza beginning " 'Twas 
the twentieth of October ” and containing the comparison of dead 
leaves to ghosts that occurs in the " Ode to the West Wind.” From 
this Mt. H. B. Forman {Shelley Notebooks, I, 165) deduces that the 
" Ode to the West Wind ” was written at about this date, October 20, 
1819. 

Shelley to Maria Gisborne, November 16, 1819, Julian Works, 
X, 124. 

Claire Clairmonts journal, January 7 and 9, 1820. See Ap- 
pendix V. 

In Mrs. Helen Rossetti Angeli's Shelley and His Friends in 
Italy. Mrs. Angeli informs me that she had the journal from Mr. 
C. S. Catty, the son of Sophia Stacey, and that she extracted and 
printed practically all the Shelley material. Mr. Catty himself de- 
scribes the journal in a letter to the Athenseum, April 18, 1908. The 
journal seems meanwhile to have disappeared. On May 13, 1936 
Mr. Charles S. Catty, the grandson of Sophia Stacey, who inherited 
her Shelley relics, wrote to me: ** I have not the faintest idea what 
has become of my grandmother s journal. , . .” 

Helen Rossetti Angeli, op. cit., 97. Mrs. Angeli adds: "The 
Italian is very incorrect, but should apparently translate as follows: 
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‘I saw the signal; the light of the lamp. He spoke of his sisters. I 
am to give his regards to Mr. Parker. His adventures in youth — 
Authors — Ink — We talked about music — He listened to the songs 
(or possibly ‘ I listened to his verses’) — A very interesting man.’ ” 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, December 1, 1819, in Shelley 
and Mary, II, 453, also Shelley Memorials, 128. Mrs. Angeli (op. 
cit., 96) says that Mary’s description of Miss Jones is "prejudiced 
and unfair,” that she was " a very cultivated woman.” 

Helen Rossetti Angeli, op. cit., 104. 

Sophia Stacey’s journal for December 28, 1819, as cited by Mrs. 
Helen Rossetti Angeli, op. cit., 99. Mary Shelley and subsequent 
editors have misdated all three poems 1820. Cf. Chapter xx, note 52. 

First printed by H. B. Forman in The Shelley Notebooks (II, 
11 ). Professor Peck {Life, II, 161 ) reprints this stanza as the second 
stanza of " To Sophia,” which it does not fit either in form or in 
thought. " Love’s Philosophy ” was written presumably while Sophia 
Stacey was in Florence and was published in the Indicator a week 
before her departure, but has no demonstrable connection with her. 
Cf. Chapter xx, note 52. 

The mistaken attribution of a stanza which Mr. Forman called 
Shelley’s only licentious one to a poem addressed to Miss Stacey, 
together with her own statement that she watched Shelley’s window 
for a signal, apparently suggested to Professor Peck a guilty quality 
in the relations of Shelley and Miss Stacey. (It also suggests that 
Miss Stacey was quite a fool to make such an entry in her journal 
if anything but an innocent interpretation had occurred to her as 
possible. ) I have been unable to locate the original journal either 
to prove or to disprove this possibility, which on other grounds I 
see no reason for taking seriously. Mrs. Helen Rossetti Angeli as- 
sures me that Sophia Stacey’s journal contained nothing of Shel- 
ley an significance which she did not quote in Shelley and His 
Friends in Italy and nothing whatever to suggest tliat the friend- 
ship was more than a mildly sentimental one. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, January 25, 1820, Julian Works, X, 
142; also Claire Clairmont’s journal for January 26, 1820. 
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GENERAL SOURCES 

Shelley's letters (Julian Works, X), Shelley's Works with 
Mrs. Shelley's Notes, Shelley and Mary, Claire Clairmont's 
journal — all as previously cited; contemporary reviews ( as re- 
printed in The Unextinguished Hearth), and the manuscript 
journals of Maria and John Gisborne. 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Mary Shelley, Note on the Poems of 1820. 

^ Shelley to Hunt, April 5, 1820, Julian Works, X, 153-4, 

^ ** Poor Shelley got into a scrape about me with Byron,” Landor 
wrote to his biographer, John Forster, on April 26, 1858, “ yet, ardent 
as he was in my favour, I refused his proffered visit. His conduct 
towards his first wife had made me distrustful of him.” After Shel- 
ley’s death Mary Shelley wrote to Landor to tell him that Shelley s 
enthusiasm for his poetry lasted through life. Landor also heard 
of Shelley s admiration from Hogg. In 1826, according to an un- 
published letter of Charles Brown to Leigh Hunt (Brit. Mus. Add. 
MSS 38,109, folio 30), Landor was seeking a portrait of Shelley; 
and in 1829 he was urging Trelawny to write Shelley s biography 
(Mrs. Julian Marshall: Life and Letters of Mary Shelley, II, 192). 
His disapproval of Shelley’s early life seems largely based on his 
correspondence with Southey, “ It was my intention,” wrote Forster, 
"... to have made allusion to the effect produced on Landor by a 
detailed narrative ( I found it among his papers ) of all the circum- 
stances of Shelley’s first marriage, and its disastrous issue, communi- 
cated from a source unhappily only too authentic. Later reflection 
has however convinced me that no good can now be done by re- 
viving a subject so inexpressibly painful.” See The Life of Walter 
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Savage Landor by John Forster (London, 1869), I, 95, 114; and II, 
167, 176, 375, 453, 537, note. 

^ Claire’s journal, January 30, 1820. 

® Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, undated, but between March 
9 or 10 and 15, in Shelley and Mary, III, 480. Claire’s journal fixes 
the date of the encounter as March 8. This is the same Colonel 
Finch whose letter to Mr. Gisborne furnished Shelley with particu- 
lars of Keats’s death. He is mentioned briefly in Byron’s letters and 
Polidori’s Diary, 

® Medwin: Revised Life, 239-41. The identification of the as- 
sailant as an officer in the Portuguese service would seem to be 
Medwin’s rather than Shelley’s. The details of this story seem to 
fix it absolutely at Pisa and in the first half of 1820, if the reference 
to the Quarterly article (which appeared in April 1819) has 

any significance. Though the story is impossible as it has been told, 
Shelley did have some sort of ‘‘ adventure at the Post OflBce” in Rome 
on May 6, 1819, according to both journals. This would have been 
too early to have beisn stimulated by the Quarterly article, but it 
may have furnished the suggestion for the later story. Peacock 
{Memoirs, II, 354) tells the same story only to label it pure imagina- 
tion, but places the scene at Florence. The journey from Florence 
to Genoa and back, however, is also impossible if the daily details 
of Mary’s journal at that time are to be believed. 

Shelley to Medwin, April 16, 1820, Julian Works, X, 158. 

® These details of Mrs. Mason are derived respectively from 
Claire's journal for February 13, February 27, April 21, Shelley’s 
letter of April 20 to Hogg (Julian Works, X, 159), and Medwin’s 
Revised Life, 265. 

® Comparing the anticipated visit from the Gisbomes mentioned 
in this letter with the journal accounts of their visits, one suspects 
that this letter should have been dated by the Julian editors (X, 
161 ) April 18 rather than April 23, 1820. 

Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, undated [between March 6 
and 15], another on March 15; Shelley to Mr. Gisborne, March 19; 
Mary to Mrs. Gisborne, March 24, and also between March 26 and 
Good Friday, 1820 — all in Shelley and Mary, III, 478-87. 

Federico del Rosso was born October 29, 1780 and died No- 
vember 19, 1858. When Shelley met him he had been a practising 
advocate in Leghorn for nearly eighteen years, and for two years 
had been conducting a novel school in which parents collaborated in 
educating one anotiier’s children. He was also a contributor of 
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papers to the Livornese Academy. He was a very religious man and 
was probably also conservative politically, as he certainly was later. 

In 1824 the Grand Duke of Tuscany appointed him a lecturer on 
law at the University of Pisa, where he served with distinction until 
in 1850 he was made tutor in Philosophy and Law to the son of the 
Grand Duke, who rewarded him in 1856 with his most valuable 
decoration, A1 Merito. In the 1830 s and 1840’s he was the author 
of some half-dozen legal treatises, all anonymous. In 1842 he was 
assaulted by students who resented his conservative loyalty to the 
Grand Duke. 

Two of his living descendants have answered inquiries in a way 
that makes it seem extremely doubtful if any papers of his exist that 
could relate to his early connection with Shelley. A search of the 
legal archives at Leghorn reveals no sign, that the dealings with 
Paolo Foggi ever reached a trial. 

( This information is all based upon researches conducted for me 
in Pisa and Leghorn by Professor Giovanni Maresca, of Leghorn. ) 

Mary Shelley s Note on the Poems of 1820. Gf. also Shelley 
to Hogg, April 5, 1820, and to Peacock, May 16, 1820, Julian Works^ 
X, 154, 170. 

Shelley to Peacock, May 16, 1820, Julian Works, X, 170. 

Mrs. Shelley's Note on the Poems of 1820, and Shelley to Hunt, 
April 5, 1820, Julian Works, X, 154. 

Shelley to Ollier, postmarked May 30, 1820, Julian Works, X, 
177. 

Details of this and the preceding paragraph are based on Shel- 
ley s letters of April 5 to Hunt (Julian Works, X, 153); to Ollier, 
April 30 and May 14 and 30 (ibid., 162, 167, 177); to Peacock, 
"early in March " (ibid., 147); to Samuel Hamilton and to Baldwin 
& Co., July 1 (ibid., 184, 185); and Sir Timothy Shelley to William 
Whitton, January 18, 1820 (Ingpen: Shelley in England, II, 539). 

Byron to Hoppner, April 22, 1820 and Claire Glairmont to 
Byron, undated, in Letters and Journals of Lord Byron (ed. Pro- 
thero), V, 14, 15. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, May 26, 1820, Julian Works, X, 176. 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, April 5, 1820, ibid., 154. 

"Orpheus," lines 50-3. The preceding lines present Shelley's 
familiar figure of the poet as a stag chased by hounds and wounded 
by arrows. And the lines immediately following ( 54-8 ) continue the 
appositeness of the passage to the situation between Shelley and 
Mary: 
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And then he struck from forth the strings a sound 
Of deep and fearful melody. Alas! 

In times long past, when fair Eurydice 
With her bright eyes sat listening by his side, 

He gently sang of high and heavenly themes. 

Shelley to Peacock, “ early in March, 1820,” Julian Works, X, 
147. 

Shelley to Hunt, May 1, 1820, ibid., 164. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 484. 

Shelley to Hunt, April 15, 1820, Julian Works, X, 154. 

In sending the poem to Peacock on July 12 to be included in 
the Prometheus Uribound volume Shelley empowered him to insert 
an asterisk or asterisks for '' some expressions ” in these two stanzas 
(Julian Works, X, 187). The word King was therefore printed with 
four stars. The Quarterly reviewer (October 1821 — quoted in my 
The Unextinguished Hearth, 249) quotes Shelley’s reference to the 
"Galilean serpent,” line 119, and then skips nearly a hundred lines 
to condemn this passage, printing the four stars as six, to suggest 
Christ. Leigh Hunt indignantly exposed this piece of dishonesty in 
the Examiner for June 16, 1822 (quoted in The Unextinguished 
Hearth, 310). In quoting the same stanza the London Magazine and 
Theatrical Inquisitor {The Unextinguished Hearth, 260) correctly 
printed King instead of the four stars. • 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, May 26 and May 1, 1820, Julian Works, 
X, 172, 164. 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, April 5, 1820, ibid., 155. 

The proof was actually read by Peacock, however. 

Details about publication in this and the preceding paragraph 
are drawn from Shelley’s letters to Ollier, the Gisbornes, Medwin, 
Hunt, and Peacock, between March 6 and May 26, 1820, Julian 
Works, X, 168, 177, 167, 175, 155, 148, 170, 163, 168, 166, 162, 167, 
151, 171, 163, and 171, in order. 

The Examiner, March 19; the Monthly Magazine, April; the 
Literary Gazette, April 1; the London Magazine and Monthly Criti- 
cal and Dramatic Review, April; the Theatrical Inquisitor, April; 
the New Monthly Magazine, May; the Edinburgh Monthly Review, 
May; the London Magazine, May; and the Indicator, July 19 and 26. 
For the texts of these reviews see my The Unextinguished Hearth, 
1938. 

Shelley to Ollier, January 20, 1820 [misdated for 1821], Julian 
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Works, X, 232. Shelley’s brief “ Lines to a Reviewer,” written in the 
latter half of 1820, suggests that it must be poor sport to hate when 
the hatred is not returned. 

Southey s letters to Shelley may be found in Edward Dowdca s 
edition of The Correspondence of Robert Southey with Caroline 
Bowles (London, 1881), 357-66, along with Shelleys replies. 

Letters and Letter Books of Sir Henry Taylor, Bodleian MS. 
Eng. Letters d. 6, folios 381, 383. 

Details for this and the preceding paragraph are from the un- 
published journal of Maria Gisborne, in the Ashley Library, British 
Museum, 41, 56, 64, 68, 73, 58, 54, 62. 

Unpublished journal of Maria Gisborne, August 24, 1820, 71 
and 70. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, June 18, 1820, Shelley and 
Mary, III, 504-5. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, June 30, 1820, Julian Works, X, 180. 

The oflScial records are printed in Appendix VI. 

Shelley’s phrase " to us ” in his letter of July 2 is here printed as 
it is given in the Julian edition. In the text of the letter in Shelley 
and Mary it is: "She is to come as soon as she recovers.” I have 
been unable to locate the original MS., and am inclined to accept 
the Julian edition text as the more reliable. The difference seems 
insignificant. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, Julian Works, X, 184. Dated " June 
or July, 1820” by the editors, but obviously written shortly after 
July 2. 

Unpublished journal of Maria Gisborne, entry for August 28, 
1820, which includes Mrs. Gisborne’s conversation with Godwin on 
August 24. In telling Godwin that Claire’s liaison with Byron was 
little known, Mrs. Gisborne added that it " might be rendered more 
public through the villainy of P. . . 

Of course any widespread scandal about Shelley alone might pos- 
sibly give added currency to an old scandal about Claire, but Mrs. 
Gisborne (who had only recently enlightened Godwin himself on 
the subject) knew that outside of Shelley’s household probably the 
only people in Italy who knew of Claire’s liaison with Byron were 
the Masons, the Hoppners, and Byron himself. To regard the present 
danger to Claire as worth any alarm she would have had to know 
that Paolo’s story involved Claire. 

Godwin to Shelley, undated. Dowden (Life, II, 322) quotes 
three sentences from this letter, which he must have read in MS., as 

59 ^ 



Chapter XXIV 


Notes 42-53 


I am unable to find it in Shelley and Mary or elsewhere in print. 
Possibly it is the letter referred to in Mary’s letter of March 15, 1820 
to Mrs. Gisborne as having caused " great evil ” by being delayed 
more than a month in being forwarded from Leghorn to Pisa. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, May 26, 1820, Julian Works, X, 176. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 505. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, June 30, 1820, Julian Works, X, 179. 

Ibid., 181. 

The following extracts from Godwin s chapter on Promises in 
Political Justice may illuminate a dispute on the subject between 
two eminent admirers of the book. They may also suggest that Shel- 
ley had scriptural authority in Political Justice for his dilatory treat- 
ment of ordinary debtors: 

. . . promises and compacts are in no sense the foundation of 
morality. The foundation of morality is justice. 

Upon this ground it may be my duty to relieve upon some oc- 
casions the wretchedness of my neighbour, without having first 
balanced the debtor and creditor side of my accounts. . . . Upon 
this ground eveiy promise is considered as given under a reserve 
for unforeseen and imperious circumstances, whether tliat reserve 
be specifically stated or no. {Political Justice, Philadelphia, 1796, 
1, 162, 172-3.) 

* 

Shelley to Godwin, August 7, 1820, Julian Works, X, 200-1. 

Shelley to the Gisbornes, June or July 1820, ibid., 182-3. 

Mary Shelley’s journal for June 25, 1820. 

Shelley to Peacock, July 12, 1820, Julian Works, X, 187. 

Shelley to Godwin, August 7, 1820, ibid., 202. 

Dowden ( Life, II, 333 ) prints the story of the quarrel, for the 
details of which textual authority is lacking, with the following note: 
“ Miss MathiHe Blind recovered this story, and Mr. Rossetti printed 
it. The quarrel is referred to in an unpublished letter of Mrs. Shel- 
ley to Mrs. Gisborne.” 

Maria Gisborne’s journal and her letters to Mary Shelley show 
how each of these friends impressed her. Coleridge still had one 
of the finest minds she had ever known. Godwin she spoke of with 
respect but hardly admiration. She liked Hunt, was inclined to dis- 
like Peacock (who failed to call), liked Horace Smith mildly, but 
was painfully impressed by his formal dinner; and was quite favour- 
ably impressed by Hogg. 
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Mary Shelley s Note on the Poems of 1820. In her journal for 
June 22 Mary mentions a Walk to the sea,” presumably with Shel- 
ley. The only other walk mentioned on which Shelley could have 
accompanied her was on July 14, after which Shelley wrote his 
translation of the Homeric " Hymn to Mercury.” In an article en- 
titled " Probable Dates of Composition of Shelley’s * Letter to Maria 
Gisborne’ and ‘To a Skylark,’” in Studies in Philology (XXXVI, 
524-8, July 1939), I have shown from the chronology of letters, jour- 
nals, and the Prometheus Unbound volume that the “ Letter ” was in 
all probability written June 15 and the “ To a Skylark ” June 22 or 
soon afterwards. 

Mr. Gisborne thus described the spot which he associated with 
Shelley and skylarks: 

We passed by the side of the brook, over those breezy and 
luxuriant meadows of which one in particular was most dear to 
our remembrance. It is the favourite resort of innumerable larks, 
and other sweet-voiced birds! How often, pursuing our early 
morning walks over this lovely expanse, we have beheld the 
speckled songsters, burst forth from their bed of rich herbage 
and soar fluttering — gladdening the very air with their incessant 
and thrilling notes — to a height at which the straining eye could 
scarcely ken the stationary and diminutive specks into which their 
soft, and still receding forms had at length vanished. The steep 
banks of the brook were overgrown with myrtles and other sweet 
shrubs and embellished with an infinite variety of gaudy, delicate 
and odorous flowers. . . . We returned home ... by the Con- 
duits, which recalled mournfully to our remembrance a delightful 
walk we had once taken in that direction with a dear friend who no 
longer lives but in the indelible sympathies of his surviving and 
enthusiastic admirers. (Unpublished journal of John Gisborne, 
formerly in the Ashley Library, now in the British Museum, entry 
for October 20, 1827. ) 

Shelley to Mary, July 30, 1820, Julian Works, X, 196; and Mary’s 
journal, August 5, 1820; and Claire Clairmont’s journal, August 5, 1820. 

Mr. Gisborne’s letter has been lost. But Mrs. Gisborne’s un- 
published journal contains four interesting glimpses of Keats (June 
23, 28, July 12, and August 20), all of which Miss Amy Lowell 
made use of in her biography of Keats. 

Shelley to Keats, July 27, 1820, Julian Works, X, 194. This 
letter, and Keats’s reply (with a photograph of the latter), are re- 
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printed in Mary Shelley , A Biography (London, 1938), by R. Glynn 
Grylls, 125-7. Shelley s tactful warning against “ mannerism ” seems 
to be a hint to avoid the influence of Leigh Hunt s poetic style, which 
Shelley thought false. But this was a discovery Keats had already 
made for himself. 

Gharles and Mary Cowden Glarke: Recollections of Writers 
(London, 1878), 151. 
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GENERAL SOURCES 

Shelley’s Works (Julian edition) and Mrs. Shelley’s Notes, 
Shelley’s letters (Julian edition, X), the journals of Mary Shel- 
ley and Claire Clairmont, Shelley and Mary (Vol. Ill) — all 
as previously cited. Also Thomas Medwin: Revised Life of 
Shelley, ed. H. B. Forman, London, 1913; and Enrica Viviani 
Della Robbia: Vita di una Donna, Firenze, 1936. 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Claire Clairmont’s journal, August 5, 1820; and note 55, p. 594. 

2 Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, September 25, 1820, Shelley 
and Mary, III, 539. 

® Mary Shelley to Amelia Curran, August 17, 1820, Shelley 
Memorials, 145. In a letter to Miss Curran dated January 2, 1825 
{Shelley and Mary, IV, 1054-6, quoted by Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., 
II, 130-2) Mary spoke of the Baths of Pisa as the scene of the 
happiest years of my life.” 

* Mrs. Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1820, and also her journal 
for August 14, 15, 16, 1820. 

® Mary Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1820. 

® Shelley to the Olliers, “January 20, 1820 [misdated for 1821]," 
Julian Works, X, 232. 
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Professor Carl Grabo: The Meaning of " The Witch of Atlas” 
(Chapel Hai, N.C., 1935), 3, 25. 

® Dowden {Life, II, 334), suggested that "the playful form of 
speech common to the ‘ Hymn to Mercury ’ and " The Witch of 
Atlas ' '' and " not found elsewhere in Shelley's poetry " might be 
due to Ricciardetto, 

® Here I am obliged to give reasons for not accepting most of 
the results of Professor Carl Grabo s learned study; The Meaning 
of " The Witch of Atlas ” ( as cited above ) . 

Ranging widely through the scientific writings of Shelley s age, 
and also through the writings of the ancients, especially the neo- 
Platonists, on myths and symbols. Professor Grabo finds scientific 
ideas to which Shelley's fancies in the poem seem to correspond, 
ancient parallels from which he interprets Shelley's supposedly sym- 
bolic words, a genealogy for Shelley's Witch in ancient writings on 
mythology, and neo-Platonic ideas on the rationalizing of myth, all 
of which seem to him to give new significance to the Witch. He con- 
cludes that the Witch is in various aspects, Minerva, the earthly 
Venus, Isis, the moon-goddess, and Intellectual Beauty; that her 
special realm is the air, that her power is that of electricity, which 
Shelley also thought of as magnetism ( as hypnotism was then called ) 
making of it both a spiritual and a physical force. Thus Shelley is 
supposed to have fused ancient myth, contemporary science, ancient 
metaphysical speculation, and his own concept of Intellectual 
Beauty into a new and subtly complicated mythological figure. 

I agree with Professor Grabo that such a complex creation, and 
such a purpose, would not be unnatural in Shelley. It is hardly to 
be doubted that in much of his later poetry Shelley sought to re- 
invigorate and in some cases reinterpret ancient myth. He was prob- 
ably familiar with the ancient rationalizing of myth, and he had read 
Wordsworth's Excursion, in which the essential validity of ancient 
myth is so powerfully argued (iv, 630-762). He had read Keats's 
reinterpretation of ancient myths in Endymion. Prometheus Un- 
bound shows him professedly remaking ancient myth; " Arethusa " 
(1820), "The Hymn of Apollo" (1820), and the "Hymn of Pan" 
(1820) show him revitalizing it. In remaking or revitalizing any 
myth for his own ag^, Shelley might well have made use of modem 
science, and indeed appears to some extent to have done so in Pro- 
metheus Unbound. He might seek to imply metaphysical sugges- 
tions, in accord with his own belief in the illusory nature of reality, 
and he might also make use of the symbols that had occurred fre- 
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quently in his poetry before. Actually he does show his usual fond- 
ness for water, boats, winds, caves, but whether symbolically or 
not cannot be proved, since they make perfectly good sense literally, 
and no poet has ever limited himself to a purely symbolic use of 
such common properties. They are all used unsymbolically in Ric- 
ciardetto, 

f Shelley was a highly intellectual poet, quite capable of combining 
all these elements in a subtle interpretation of the new deity he was 
delineating with evident care and tenderness. A somewhat analo- 
gous process is demonstrable in his " The Cloud ” ( 1820), where the 
cloud clearly symbolizes the natural cycle of growth and destruction 
and is described symbolically, naturally, and scientifically all at once. 
In the “ Ode to the West Wind,” the wind, symbolizing both destruc- 
tion and regeneration, i§ at the same time a personal, a natural, 
and a social force. If he did something similar in "The Witch 
of Atlas,” it was for himself alone, and he refrained from furnish- 
ing anyone else with the key. It may easily be regarded as com- 
plete without such a pieaning, whether or not the added meaning 
exists. 

But actual intent and deed do not follow automatically from pos- 
sible intent and deed. Professor Grabo supposes his case established 
by the similarities between ideas which he finds in the scientific and 
neo-Platonic writers and ideas which he finds in the poem. Even 
if the "similarities” were always conclusive (which is doubtful), 
still it must be remarked that parallels mean nothing unless a bridge 
can be made to connect them, either by strong verbal links or by 
definite proof of a connection between the author and his putative 
source. Otherwise we must assume, for example, that most vege- 
tarians derive their ideas direct from Pythagoras. 

" He [Shelley] must,” says Professor Grabo, " for years, have read 
the neo-Platonists and the scientific philosophers of his own day ” 
(p. 111). He^must indeed, to have produced the results ascribed 
to him. But that is precisely what Shelley did not do. Of about 
thirty scientific and metaphysical writers mentioned in Professor 
Grabo s index who might have been read by Shelley, only about a 
third can be shown to have been actually read in any of their works. 
Of the larger number of specific books by these authors, the books 
from which Professor Grabo s parallels are drawn, only five were 
certainly read by Shelley, and two of these were encyclopaedias. 
Thus it can be shown that Shelley read Plutarch, but not his Morals; 
Thomas Taylor, but not his neo-Platonic writings. 
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Moreover, of the five books which Shelley can definitely be shown 
to have read,^ there is no evidence that he read more than two ( one 
of the encyclopaedias, possibly, and the works of Diodorus Siculus ) 
within six years of writing “The Witch of Atlas.” These figures 
would be significant in any case, considering the necessity of actu- 
ally connecting Shelley with the books from which he is supposed 
to have drawn ideas. They are particularly so in Shelley’s case, how- 
ever, for from July 1814 Shelley and Mary kept obviously careful 
daily records of the books they read. In scientific and metaphysical 
matters these records show no special interest whatever — only the 
occasional interests of an omnivorous reader who has not suffered 
two of his earlier interests to die out completely. Shelley’s memory 
was tenacious. We have seen in an earlier chapter that his meteoro- 
logical science, which Professor Grabo attributes to Father Beccaria, 
may have come from the Syon House and Eton College lectures of 
Adam Walker. But no one would claim that after more than six 
years of only casual interest his memory alone would furnish the 
fullness of knowledge which Professor Gral^o himself recognized 
must have come from full and constant reading. 

This tremendous gap between Shelley’s supposed reading and his 
demonstrable reading is a weighty objection when we consider that 
the Shelleys kept careful reading records. Far less important is such 
a trivial slip as attributing to Plutarch on page 15 an anticipation 
of neo-Platonic doctrines by which on page 17 he is said to have 
been influenced. 

But another chronological confusion turns out to be very destruc- 
tive indeed. Professor Grabo lays considerable emphasis upon mag- 
netism as the moral counterpart of electricity. It is in his interpre- 
tation the source of the Witch’s power over men’s minds. His sole 
basis for Shelley’s knowledge of hypnotism is Medwin’s account, 
which makes it quite clear that Shelley knew nothing of hypnotism 
before Medwin’s arrival. Yet Medwin arrived on October 22 and 

The Witch of Atlas ” was finished nearly two months before, on 
August 16. Thus the whole element of electrical magnetism in Pro- 
fessor Grabo’s interpretation can have no bearing upon the actual 
meaning of the poem. 

Professor Grabo’s study completely ignores Forteguerri’s Rfc- 
ciardetto, which Shelley had only finished reading. This poem cer- 
tainly furnished Shelley the stanza, the magic, and something of 
the tone of “ The Witch of Atlas.” It contains some of the details 
(whether borrowed therefrom by Shelley or not) for which in Shel- 
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ley's poem Professor Grabo finds other provenience in books Shel- 
ley cannot be shown to have read. ^ 

The identification of the Witch with Minerva seems indicated to 
Professor Grabo (p. 24) by her dwelling upon Mount Atlas, for, 
according to Thomas Taylor s translation of Proclus ( which Shelley 
may never have read), Minerva, goddess of the intelligible, dwelt 
on Atlas as the highest point of earth. But there is a simpler ex- 
planation, involving neither Minerva nor Proclus, depending upon 
data that are fully demonstrable. Shelley composed the poem while 
climbing Mount Pellegrino and wrote it down immediately after his 
return. There was a shrine on the mountain. Why not a mountain- 
shrine for his Witch? And since it had to be named, and Atlas was 
a high mountain, and his Witch (as daughter of one of the Atlan- 
tides) a granddaughter pf Atlas, why not Mount Atlas? Shelley's 
last preceding poem had been his translation of the Homeric “ Hymn 
to Mercury,” in which Mercury’s birth in a mountain cavern is de- 
scribed. 

Since Professor Grabo’s book appeared, two studies have demon- 
strated other influences on the poem which he has overlooked: 
namely, a number of verbal reminiscences from Keats, and influences 
from both Milton and Spenser on both style and idea. (“ The Witch 
of Atlas and Endymion,” by John Livingston Lowes, in P.M.L.A., 
LV: 203-7 [March, 1940]; and "Spenser and Shelley's Witch of 
Atlas," by C. H. Baker, to appear in PM.LA. probably in September, 
1941). 

Finally (pp. 3, 25) Professor Grabo mistakenly assumes that the 
last stanza of Shelley's introductory poem announces that "The 
Witch of Atlas ” contains a mystery and offers a challenge for its 
solution. As I have pointed out in this chapter, what Shelley is 
actually saying is that to attempt to unveil Intellectual Beauty ( the 
Witch, not the poem) is deadly. Rightly interpreted, the intro- 
ductory poem -does' not establish a presupposition of hidden philo- 
sophical meanings, but by its lightness, borne out by the poem itself, 
it suggests the contrary. 

Professor Grabo thinks the poem combines a scientific and 
mythological interest in the moon and its goddesses Isis and Diana. 
I can perceive no evidence of this in the poem itself, but it would 
have been possible to derive even a slight moon-interest from jRic- 
ciardetto. The maga Lirina on one occasion descends to meet Ric- 
ciardetto " from the mountains of the moon,” and some of the action 
takes place on an Island of the Moon, really Madagascar. 
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The only mention of the poem in either journal is Mary s entry 
for August 2?: “On the 24th . . . Shelley writes an Ode to Naples 
. . . begins Swellfoot the Tyrant.” 

“ Ode to Naples,” lines 51-^5 and 62-5. 

Mary Shelleys Note on CE dipus Tyrannus, and her journal for 
August 25, 1820. 

Except for Mary Shelley s statement in her note that the book 
was suppressed, all knowledge of its publication depends upon a 
manuscript note in the copy of the book formerly ,owned by Mr. 
H. B. Forman. This copy, one of the four extant, sold in 1920 for 
$6,100. See H. B. Forman: The Shelley Library, etc. (London, 
1886), 97-100, and T. J. Wise: A Shelley Library, privately printed 
( London, 1924 ) , 56-7. 

See my article “ Shelley’s Swellfoot the Tyrant in Relation to 
Contemporary Political Satires,” PM.L.A., XXXVI, 332-46 ( Septem- 
ber 1921). The article by Professor Person was first cited by Peck: 
Life, II, 174-5, 394. 

Byron to Shelley, August 25, 1820, in Shelley and Mary, III, 
532A. Not in Byron s collected letters. 

Shelley to Byron, September 17, 1820, Julian Works, X, 207-8. 

Mary Shelley s Note on the Poems of 1820. 

Medwin: Revised Life, 2^4. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, October 29, 1820, Julian Works, 
X, 214. 

Trelawny : Recollections of the Last Days of Shelley and Byron, 
II, 167. 

Medwin, op. cit., 233-4. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, October 29, 1820, and to John Gis- 
borne, same date, Julian Works, X, 216. 

Shelley to Peacock, November [probably 15], 1820, ibid., 223. 

Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, September 25, 1820, and Mr. 
Gisborne to Mary Shelley, October 3, 1820, Shelley ^vnd Mary, III, 
539, 540; and Shelley to the Gisbornes, October 11, 1820, Julian 
Works, X, 210. 

William Godwin to Mrs. Gisborne, September 15, 1820, Shel- 
ley and Mary, III, 536-7. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, October 29, 1820, Julian Works, 
X, 215-16. 

Shelley to Jane Clairmont, November (probably 18), [1820], 
ibid., 226. 

Mary Shelley Marianne Hunt, December 2, 1820, Brit Mus. 
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MSS 38,523, folio 56; quoted by R. Glynn Grylls: Mary Shelley, A 
Biography, 115, note. , 

Medwin, op, cit., 259. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 534-5. 

See II, 212, and note. 

Medwin, op. cit., 259-60. 

Medwin, op. cit., 261, and Shelley to Peacock, February 15. 
1821, Julian Works, X, 235. 

Shelley to Marianne Hunt [POctober 27, 1820], ibid., 212. 

Medwin, op. cit., 235. Mrs. Shelley’s journal mentions Medwin’s 
illness first on November 5: " Mr. Medwin ill.” 

Medwin, op. cit., 236. 

Shelley to Byron, September 17, 1820, Julian Works, X, 209. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, October 29, 1820, ibid., 215. 

Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, undated (spring of 1820), 
H. H. Harper: Letters of Mary Shelley (Boston, 1918), 86-7. 

Mary Shelley’s journal, November 12, 1820. 

Medwin, op. cit. 268. 

^3 Ibid., 238. 

Ibid., 250. 

Ibid., 242-3. Medwin professed that his own later translation 
of the Prometheas owed much to these readings. 

Ibid., 243-^. Medwin mentions that Shelley was particularly 
impressed with the Fool in the play. Cf. Shelley’s Fool in thd frag- 
ment of " Charles I.” Shelley’s letter of November 1820 to John 
Gisborne (Julian Works, X, 221 ) speaks with enthusiasm of “ bathing 
myself in the light and odour of the starry autos.” 

Medwin, op. cit., 244-5. This translation, with Guido’s Rape 
of Proserpine ( see Chapter xx, note 57 ) , was probably the basis for 
Shelley’s exquisite “Song of Proserpine,” written during the next 
winter. 

Medwin,x)p. cit., 256. 

Ibid., 262-3. The opinions quoted previously in this paragraph 
are from Medwin, op. cit., 255, 256, 263-4, 262. Not all of the 
opinions quoted by Medwin could have been expressed by Shelley 
in the winter of 1820-1. Shelley read Anastasias and possibly one 
or two of the other works later. But all of the opinions could have 
been expressed to Medwin while the latter was at Pisa. 

Medwin, op. cit., 251, 257-8, 259, 260-1, and Shelley to Mari- 
anne Hunt [POctober 27, 1820], and to Peacock, February 15 and 
March 21, 1821, Julian Works, X, 211, 234, 248. 
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Notes 51-67 


Chapter XXV 

Medwin, op. cit, 255. 

Ibid., 268-9. 

Ibid., 237-8. 

Shelley to Peacock, April 6, 1819, Julian Works, X, 48. This 
passage is quoted by Medwin (op. cit., 239) as describing Shelleys 
dejection. 

Medwin, op. cit., 237. 

«« Ibid., 267. 

*57 Ibid., 269. 

*58 Ibid. 

Ibid., 269. Cf. Thornton Hunt's earlier account of one of Shel- 
ley's spasms, p. 500. 

8*^ Medwin, op. cit., 269-70. 

87 Claire Clairmont’s journal, Decembei>15, 1820. 

82 Medwin, op. cit., 270. There is no passage in Shelley's poems, 
letters, or prose fragments that clearly shows a belief in or a denial 
of immortality in the sense of a survival of mundane personality. 
Adonais, his nearest approach, seems to fall far short of the ordinary 
belief in immortality. Cf. Chapter xxi, note 40, and Ellsworth Bar- 
nard, Shelley's Religion (Minneapolis, 1937), index, under "Im- 
mortality." 

88 Those on Byron are sharp and amusing and show some insight. 
The two on Shelley are perhaps worth quoting: "Caricature for 
poor [Shelley crossed out] S. He looking very sweet and smiling. A 
little [child playing crossed out] Jesus Christ playing about the room. 
He says. Then grasping a small knife and looking mild [I'll quietly 
hide that little child, crossed out] I will quietly murder tliat little 
child. Another. Himself and God Almighty. He says If you please, 
God Almighty, I had rather be damned with Plato and Lord Bacon 
than go to Heaven with Paley and Malthus. God Almighty, It shall 
be quite as you please, pray don't stand upon ceremony. Shelley's 
three aversions, God Almighty, Lord Chancellor and*^didactic Poe- 
try " (Claire Clairmont's journal, November 8, 1820). 

8^ Shelley to Claire Clairmont, October, 29, November [18?], 1820, 
and [January 2 and 16], 1821, Julian Works, X, 213, 216, 225, 229. 

8® Details on Pacchiani drawn partly from Medwin and partly 
from Enrica Viviani Della Robbia; Vita di una Donna (Firenze, 
1936), chapter on Pacchiani. 

88 Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, December 3, 1820, Harper, 
op. cit., 95. 

87 Claire Clairmont's journal, December 11, 1820. 
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Notes 68-81 


Claire Clairmont’s journal, December 9, 1820. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, January 1821i Shelleu and 
Mary, III, 568. 

Claire s journal for December 23, 1820, and Mary s for Febru- 
ary 22, 1821. Mary’s journal for December 23 mentions Pacchianis 
departure, but ignores Claire’s. 

Encyclopedia Italiana, “ Tommaso Sgricci.” Several years after 
Shelley’s death Sgricci performed in London. He died in 1836. The 
Encyclopedia Italiana cites W. Viviani: Un genio aretino, Tommaso 
Sgricci, poeta tragico improvvisatore, Arezzo, 1928. 

Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, December 3, 1820, Harper, 
op. cit., 96. 

Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, December 29, 1820, Harper, 
op. cit., 101-3. In an article, "The English in Italy,” in the West- 
minster Review, VI, 325-41 (October 1826). Mary Shelley gives an 
account of three performances of Sgricci witnessed by her in Italy. 

According to a description of Mavrocordato in 1823, in Julius 
Millingen’s Memoirs &f the Affairs of Greece, 65, 66, as quoted by 
Dowden; Life, H, 362. 

See note 74; also Mary to Marianne Hunt, January 1, 1821, 
Harper, op. cit., 107. 

Shelley to Peacock, March 21, 1821, Julian Works, X, 249. 

Medwin, op. cit., 263-4. 

Shelley to Peacock, as cited in note 76, above. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, undated (spring of 1821), and 
June 8, 1821, Julian Works, X, 264, 273. In 1824 Trelawny char- 
acterized Mavrocordato to Mary as " your wooden god, Mavrocor- 
dato ... I hope, ere long, to see his head removed from his worth- 
less and heartless body. He is a mere shuffling soldier, an aristocratic 
brute ” ( Letters of E. J. Trelawny, London, 1910, p. 82 ) . 

Journal of John Gisborne (MS.), October 9, 1827 — "Foggi 
also called, iri^consequence of my letter to him which I had sent to 
Pisa. He had in a most liberal and handsome manner paid up the full 
arrears of our rent. ... I consider this a rather remarkable instance 
of faith in absent friends.” 

On April 27, 1821, while the Gisbomes were making the Shelleys 
a short visit, Mary’s journal records: "The Williams and Foggi in 
the evening.” 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont [April 29, 1821], Julian Works, X, 
260, quotes a specimen line from the translation: "I Mantuan, 
capering, squalid, squalling.” It is uncertain whether or not Count 
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Chapters XXV-XXVI 


Notes 82-83, 1-2 


Taafe really possessed the title claimed; he is usually referred to 
as " Mr.” by the Shelleys. 

Dowden: Life, II, 364-^5. The original MSS. of Shelley’s letter 
proposing the book ^o Ollier, and of a letter of Taafe’s to Murray 
inquiring about delay in publication, are to be found in a grangerized 
edition of Moore’s Byron in the British Museum. 

On January 2 Shelley wrote Claire Clairmont: “ I have not been 
able to see until the last day or two,” and on January 20 he wrote 
to Vincent Novello that he had recovered, though “ My eyes even 
yet are very inadequate to the fatigue of v^iting” (Julian Works, 
X, 228, 231). 


Chapter XXVI 


GENERAL SOURCES 

Shelley’s letters (Julian Works, X), Shelley’s Works, Mrs. 
Shelley’s Notes, Shelley and Mary, the journals of Mary Shelley 
and Qlaire Clairmont, Medwin’s Revised Life of Shelley, and 
Enrica Viviani Della Robbia: Vita di una Donna — all as pre- 
viously cited. 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Claire Clairmont’s journal, November 29, 1820. The school was 
also called the Conservatory of St. Anna. Though the*Shelleys regu- 
larly referred to it as a convent, the account of it given in Vita di 
una Donna shows that after the Napoleonic Wars it could hardly 
have been a typical convent school. It was controlled more by the 
Grand Duke of Tuscany than by the church, and a man. Professor 
Pacchiani, had been one of the faculty. 

^ Mary Shelley to Marianne Hunt, December 3, 1820, Harper, 
Letters of Mary W. Shelley, 98-9, At this time Emilia expected to 
be married to a young attorney named Biondi. Med win's account 
{Revised Life, 277) of a jealous stepmother who was responsible 
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Chapter XXVI Notes 3-13 

for Emilia s confinement is evidently without basis. According to 
Vita di una Donna (p. 170), Emilia's mother died in* 1826. 

^ Enrica Viviani Della Robbia, op. cit., 27. This volume is also 
the source of my impression of Emilia’s father. . 

^ Medwin, op. cit., 281-4, quotes and translates the document 
entire, under the title “ II Vero Amore.” Two sonnets are quoted in 
Vita di una Donna, 94-5. 

^ Medwin, op. cit., 277. This seems unjust to Niccolo Viviani, 
in that Emilia eventually married Biondi, to whom she was aflBanced 
at the time, and presumably received a dot of 7,500 scudi, as specified 
in the marriage contract. The contract is printed in Vita di una 
Donna, 135-41. 

® Medwin, op. cit., 279. Mary Shelley’s description of Clemen- 
tina in Lodore (1835, Ib 185), obviously intended as a portrait of 
Emilia, conforms almost exactly to Medwin’s description, but adds 
a few imperfections. " Her smile was deficient in sweetness, her 
voice wanted melody . . . she gesticulated too much,” etc. 

Medwin, op. cit., 279. One of Mary Shelley’s gifts to Emilia 
had been uccelli ” (birds ). 

® All the extracts from Emilia Viviani’s letters here quoted are 
taken from the text as translated in Appendix II. 

^ Shelley to Claire Clairmont [February 18], 1821, Julian Works, 

X, 241. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont [January 2] and [16], 1821* ibid., 
228, 230. 

Mary Shelley to Hunt, December 29, 1820, Harper, op. cit., 
105. Many years later, in Lodore, Mary Shelley still gave Emilia 
(Clorinda) many attractive qualities, though she also gave her an 
ungovernable temper. In this novel Mary represents Savile’s ( Shel- 
ley’s ) interest in Clorinda previous to their marriage as purely Pla- 
tonic. 

Emilia Viviani to Mary Shelley, January 14, 1821. The preced- 
ing quotation is from the same letter. In Shelley and Mary ( III, 637 ) 
parts of this letter are omitted, including both these expressions. In 
Vita di una Donna (89), where the letters appear to have been 
printed from photographs of the manuscript, these passages are 
included, but the Marchesa Della Robbia omitted them from the 
translations in Appendix II of the present work, possibly because 
they appear in Vita di una Donna as isolated passages only, for which 
the basic complete photographs may have been lost. 

The poem is printed as a fragment of fourteen lines and dated 
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Chapter XXVI Notes 14-18 

March 1821. Probably the flowers were not sent to Shelley individu- 
ally, but to tua famiglia.” The only gift of flowers mentioned in 
either journal is in Claire’s for December 8, 1820: In the evening 
a letter and flowers from Emilia.” This suggests that the poem may 
have been written in the second week of December 1820. 

The date of this essay is uncertain. Both Rossetti and Forman 
date it 1815, but Mrs. Shelley seems to have supposed it to have been 
written about 1820 or 1821. Mrs. Shelley makes the significant com- 
ment that it “ reveals the secrets of the most impassioned, and yet the 
purest and softest heart that ever yearned for sympathy.” 

The approximate date is determined by three other dates — 
February 16, when Shelley sent the finished poem to Ollier; Janu- 
ary 19, when the Williamses arrived at Pisa; and January 31, when 
Shelley read Dantes Vita Nuova aloud toiMary. The poem quotes 
the Vita Nuova in the Advertisement and echoes it in several places 
in the text. This may have happened before almost as easily as after 
Shelley read the Vita Nuova to Mary; but Shelley would hardly have 
been addressing Jane and Edward Williams by familiar nicknames 
in the poem within less than two weeks after their arrival. Hence 
the poem was probably vviritten in the first two weeks of February. 

Here I must correct an error in the Julian Works, X, 236, where 
Mary Shelley’s letter of December 29, 1820 is quoted to show that 
the poem had been completed by that date. This letter was first 
printed in part in The Correspondence of Leigh Hunt, with an 
editorial insertion of the word Epipsychidion into the text. The com- 
plete text in Harper’s Letters of Mary Shelley shows clearly that 
Mary’s reference was to a poem by the Pisan professor, Rosini. 

Shelley to Charles Ollier, February 16, 1821, Julian Works, X, 
236. Since Mary Shelley’s journal for this day records that Shelley 
spent the whole evening at the Masons’, leaving her at home 'alone, 
one suspects that he may have gone there purposely to write this 
letter and to make his fair copy of Epipsychidion, 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont [April 29 and 2, 1821], Julian 
Works, X, 259, 251. Psychologists might find in this passage and 
in "Julian and Maddalo” and Epipsychidion clear examples of 
manic-depressive phenomena, but I cannot see that the phenomena 
are made clearer by classifying them — on the contrary, there seems 
some danger of warping the individual phenomenon by assigning it 
a type-name. 

Professor Peck {Life, II, 207) considers that Shelley desired 
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Chapter XXVI 

an actual elopement. The poem itself, with its inclusion of Mary 
and its reassurance that Emily is to "remain a vestal sister still,’’ 
renders this impossible — not to mention the absurdity of writing 
a long poem in advance to advertise a secret and dangerous elope- 
ment. 

The italics are mine, to mark the passage used by Shelley ( in 
Italian) as a motto. The translation is Medwin’s, who quotes the 
entire essay in both Italian and English, Revised Life, 281-4. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, March 7, 1822, Mrs. Marshall, 
op. cit., I, 331. 

21 “To (One word is too often profaned),” 1821. This poem 

is usually supposed to have been addressed to Jane Williams, but 
unless it was written very late in 1821 it may very well have been 
addressed to Emilia Viviani. 

Shelley to Charles Ollier, February 16, 1821, Julian Works, X, 

236. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, June 18, 1822, ibid., 401. 

Professor Peck ( Life, II, 191 ) has suggested that this passage 
refers to an unknown affair at Oxford and that "electric poison” 
may be a venereal disease. Elsewhere (see Chapter v and notes) 
I have shown that he is mistaken in his supposed factual bases for 
an Oxford entanglement. But even if such an episode existed, how 
could it possibly have been considered by Shelley as an idealization? 
Epipsychidion is a professed record of idealizations. • 

Cancelled hnes of the dedication to Mary, as follows: 

Nor ever found I one not false to me; 

Hard hearts and cold, like weights of icy stone, 

That crushed and withered mine. 

She whom I found was dear but false to me, 

The other s heart was like a heart of stone 
Which crushed and withered mine. 

As early as 1817, in his unfinished poem "To Constantia,” 
Shelley employed the same symbolism of the moon to express a 
feeling of the incompleteness of Mary’s love; 

The rose that drinks the fountain dew 
In the pleasant air of noon 
Grows pale with blue and altered hue — 

In the gaze of the nightly moon; 
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Chapter XXVI 

For the planet of frost, so cold and bright, 

^ Makes it wan with her borrowed light: 

Such is my heart — . . . 

See Chapter XX. 

Shelley to John and Maria Gisborne [June or July 1820], Julian 
Works, X, 184. 

It has been suggested (F. G. Fleay: "The Story of Shelleys 
Life in His Epipsychidion,” in Poet Lore, 1890) that Claire may have 
been intended by the Planet (line 309). The same article anticipates 
my identification of Claire as the Comet. But Shelley is plainly fol- 
lowing a chronological sequence of events, in which the episode of 
the Planet is the last Incarnate Sympathy before Emilia. This could 
only place the Planet in 1819 or 1820, a Jime when it is perfectly 
certain Claire could not have been intended. Moreover, Shelley s 
astronomical imagery throughout the poem is scientifically correct. 
He could hardly have made the ignorant blunder of calling Claire 
both a Planet and a Comet. 

Medwin, op. cit, 281. 

See the note on Epipsychidion in Julian Works, II, 428. 

The approximate date of publication is fixed by an incidental 
comment in the Gossip (Brighton) for May 19, 1821, in which it 
is attributed to "that frantic fellow S-ll-y” (No. 12, p. 91). The 
same magazine printed two reviews in different styles, June 23 and 
July 14, 1821, pp. 129-35 and 153-9. Blackwoods Edinburgh Maga^ 
zine, February 1822 (XI, 237-8), remarks upon the poem in "A 
Letter from London.” 

Mary Shelley to Claire Clairmont, undated, but shortly after 
May 8, 1821, Julian Works, X, 262. Since Shelley wrote the latter 
part of this letter, he probably read the first part, and hence knew 
and perhaps concurred in Marys view that the friendship with 
Emilia was a misfortune. The reference may be to^nothing more 
than its obviously bad effect on Shelley’s health. 

Shelley to Peacock, February 15, 1821, ibid., 234. 

Shelley to Charles Ollier, February 22, 1821, ibid., 242-3. 

Shelley to Peacock, March 21, 1821, Julian Works, X, 248. 

The " Defence of Poetry ” was later edited by John Hunt for 
the Liberal, omitting some passages referring directly to Peacock’s 
views. But the Liberal did not live long enough to publish it and 
it was first published, as edited by John Hunt, by Mary Shelley in 
1840 in Essays, Letters from Abroad, etc. 
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Notes 38-48 


Shelley’s reading of the Apologie at this time is not directly 
demonstrable, but Marys journal shows that she was reading it 
( alone or with Shelley ) and the general similarity of the two essays 
on many points argues that Shelley was reading it also. 

Shelley to John and Maria Gisborne [July 13, 1821], Julian 
Works, X, 283: “ Poets, the best of them, are a very camoeleonic race; 
they take the colour not only of what they feed qn, but of the very 
leaves under which they pass.” 

Claire Clairmont s journal, November 8, 1820: " Shelley’s three 
aversions, God Almighty, Lord Chancellor, and didactic poetry.” 

Hellas, lines 38-45. 

42 The same paragraph in Shelley’s “ Defence of Poetry ” oflFers in 
its succession of metaphors a parallel to Shelley’s poetic method in 
“ To a Skylark.” 

43 Wordsworth: The Prelude, XIV, 190-2. 

44 Shelley to John and Maria Gisborne, July 19, [1821], Julian 
Works, X, 287: ‘‘The poet and the man are two different natures; 
though they exist together they may be unconscious of each other 
and incapable of deciding upon each other’s powers and efforts by 
any reflex act.” 

4® Professor Dowden ( Life, II, 413, note ) supposed that Shelley 
was engaged at this time on an ambitious work called “ The Creator.” 
In his letter of June 5, 1821 to the Gisbornes Shelley referred to the 
probable loss of a box containing materials for his “ Charles i,” and 
added: “ If the idea of the Creator had been packed up with them, 
it would have shared the same fate; and that, I am afraid, has under- 
gone another sort of shipwreck ” (Julian Works, X, 270). In writing 
to Mrs. Gisborne on June 30, 1821, Mary Shelley said: “ The ‘ Crea- 
tor ’ has not yet made himself heard ” ( Mrs. Julian Marshall, op. cit., 
I, 291). Without the second statement, the first would seem clearly 
to refer to the creator of “ Charles I.” An examination of the original 
manuscript ot Mary’s letter destroys the second statement -- Mary 
did not write “ Creator,” but “ cicala.” Thus the whole supposition 
falls down. See Elizabeth Nitchie in Times Lit^ary Supplement, 
April 30, 1938. \ 

4® Shelley to Peacock, February 15, 1821, and to Claire Clairmont 
[February 18, 1821], Julian Works, X, 234-5 and 240-1. 

4"^ Mary Shelley’s journal, April 1, 1821. 

4® Mary Shelley to Claire Clairmont [April 2, 1821], Julian Works, 
X, 250-1. On April 5 Mary wrote to Mrs. Gisborne in the same strain 
{Shelley and Mary, IV, 602-3). 
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Prince Alexandro Mavrocordato to Mary Shelley, April 3, 1821, 
Shelley and Mary, IV, 600-1. 

Shelley 'to Claire Clairmont, undated, Julian Works, X, 264. 
The letter was written a few days after the Shelleys returned to the 
Baths of Pisa, which was on May 8, 1821. 

Trelawny s Recollections, II, 168, and Journal of Edward El- 
lerker Williams, ed. Richard Garnett, London, 1902, p. 21 (Octo- 
ber 26, 1821). 

Leigh Hunt to Shelley, March 1, 1821, Correspondence of Leigh 
Hunt, I, 161-3. 

Marianne Hunt to Mary Shelley, January 24, 1821, Shelley and 
Mary, III, 578-9. 

Early in May Mary wrote to Claire Clairmont (Julian Works, 
X, 262 ) : “ Then we are drearily behindhand with money at present 
— Hunt and our furniture has swallowed up more than our sav- 
ings.^’ 

Horace Smith to Shelley, April 3, 1821, Shelley and Mary, III, 
598-600. 

Shelley to Dr. Hume, February 17, 1820 (supposed by the 
Julian editors, X, 238, to have been misdated for 1821). 

Horace Smith to Shelley, April 17 and 19, 1821, Shelley and 
Mary, III, 610-12A and 616. The first encloses a fine, dignified 
protest from Smith to Sir Timothy Shelley, and the second encloses 
Sir Timothy’s brief reply, denying all knowledge of the affair. On 
June 15 Horace Smith wrote Shelley that the Chancellor had settled 
the matter by decreeing that Dr. Hume’s £30 be regularly re- 
served from Shelley’s income, leaving Shelley £220 quarterly (ibid.. 
Ill, 639). 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont [April 2, 1821], Julian Works, X, 
252. If Shelley did not write the letters in question one would suspect 
Henry Reveley, the only other intimate of Claire’s who would have 
been likely to know Shelley’s habit of drawing trees yi his margins. 
But it is a little diflBcult to imagine such le Iters from an actual lover, 
and Claire wrote much later in one of her journals that she declined 
an offer of marriage from Henry in 1820. 

Mary Shelley to Claire Clairmont, spring, 1821 (a few days 
after May 8), ibid., 260-2. 

Evidently referring to the distance between Pisa and the Baths 
of Pisa, which were four miles away. Allowing for some walking 
within the city, the distance appears exaggerated either by Shelley 
or Henry Reveley. Shelley and Mary, III, 605. 
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Shelley to Henry Reveley, April 17 and 19, 1821, Julian Works, 
X, 256-7. 

Shelley to Henry Reveley, April 17, 1821, ibid., 256. See Henry 
Reveley ’s Notes, in Shelley and Mary, III, 605-6, and Mrs. Shel- 
leys Note on the Poems of 1821. Both voyages are briefly chronicled 
in Marys journal for April 16 and May 2 respectively. The mis- 
adventure of April 16 is casually mentioned in Shelley’s letter of 
April 29 to Claire Clairmont, Julian Works, X, 259. Mrs. Shelley’s 
Note mistakenly reverses the order of the two voyages. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, undated [April 29, 1821], Julian 
Works, X, 259, The steamboat was broken up and sold. 

Mary Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1821. 


Chapter XXVII 


GENERAL SOURCES 

Shelley’s letters (Julian Works, X), Shelley’s poems, Mrs. 
Shelley’s Notes, Shelley and Mary, the journals of Mary^ Shel- 
ley and Claire Clairmont, and Enrica Viviani Della Robbia: 
Vita di una Donna — all as previously cited. 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Shelley to Byron, July 16, 1821, Julian Works, X, 285. 

® Mary Shelley’s journal for May 8 and November 1 and Claire 
Clairmont’s journal for the last days of October. No specific date 
is given for the return to Pisa, but Williams’s journal states Oct. 25. 

® Mary Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1821. 

* “ Evening: Ponte A1 Mare, Pisa,” stanzas 1-3. The third stanza 
is incomplete, and the fourth and final stanza describes the western 
sky. 

® William s wrote his play during the first three months of his 
residence at Pisa. It was never produced or published. Shelley 
praised it in his letter of August 22, 1821 to Medwin (Julian Works, 
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Notes 6-15 


X, 317). The manuscript of Acts II, IV, and V is in the Bodleian 
Library and, contains many corrections in Shelley’s hand, all of 
which have been noted by Professor Peck in his Life (II, 365-80). 

® Mary Shelley’s.Note on the Poems of 1821. 

" The Aziola ” ( 1821 ), lines 10-20. 

® About May 8 ( cf. Chapter xxvi ) Shelley wrote to Claire: " W[il- 
liams] I hke, and I have got reconciled to Jane.” On June 8 he wrote 
to Claire that he liked Jane " much better than I did,” and on Au- 
gust 22 he wrote to Medwin: "my regard for them is every day 
increased; I hardly know which I like best, but I know that Jane is 
your favourite ” (Julian Works, X, 264, 272, 317). 

® " The Boat on the Serchio,” 1821. Mary’s journal for May 25 
records: "Shelley and Williams go down the Serchio to the sea.” 

Keats died on February 23, 1821. Leigh Hunt’s letter of March 1 
(received April 4) stated that Keats was "dying” at Rome. When 
and how the Shelleys received definite information is uncertain, but 
on April 19 Mary Shelley wrote to Mrs. Gisborne ( Shelley and Mary, 
III, 617 ) : " Henry will have told you perhaps that poor Keats is 
dead at Rome.” Claire Clairmont received the news on April 21, 
in a letter from Shelley and Mary. 

For a collection of Byron’s opinions on Keats see T. J. Wise: A 
Bibliography of Byron ( privately printed, London, 1933 ) , II, 15-23. 

Shelley to Byron, July 16, 1821, Julian Works, X, 284. 

Shelley to John and Maria Gisborne, postmarked June 6, 1821, 
ibid., 270. There is no mention of Adonais in Mary’s journal. 

Shelley to Charles Ollier, June 8, 1821, Julian Works, X, 273. 
See also Shelley to Ollier, June 11, 16, and undated, ibid., 275, 276, 
286; and Shelley to Claire Clairmont, postmarked June 22, 1821, 
ibid., 279. 

See Shelley’s letters of July 16, 1818 and September 27, 1819, 
ibid., IX, 312 and X, 86; also Medwin: Revised Life, 262. 

1 ^ The idea that death may be life and life death had«possibly been 
jpTTg O^intp^ed \?y Sl^ lley in his reading of Plato’s Gorgias: 

Soc. Well, wellT^ycfU say, life IS sfrange. For I tell you I should 
not wonder if Euripides’ words were true, when he says : 

* . Who knoweth if to live is to be dead, 

^ And to be dead, to live? 

and we really, it may be, are dead, etc. ( W. M. R. Lamb., trans. Loeb 
ClassicsGorgio^, 415. I am indebted to Miss Ellen Frey for the pas- 
^sage.y^helley read Gorgias October 22, 1821, and perhaps earlier. 


Chopter XXVII Notes 16-29 

Stanza xxvii. 

See the rejected passages for Adonais recently recovered from 
the notebooks and printed by Sir John C. E. Shelley-Rolls and Roger 
Ingpen in Verse and Prose from the Manuscripts of Percy Bysshe 
Shelley (London, 1934), 43. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, undated, but written from Bagni di 
Pisa, i.e., shortly after May 8, 1822. Julian Works, X, 263-4. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont [April 29, 1821], ibid., 259-60. 

Shelley to Mary, August 7, 1821, ibid., 297. 

On July 23 Claire wrote in her journal: “ Emilia says that she 
prays always to a Saint, and every time she changes her lover, she 
changes her Saint, adopting the one of her lover.” Professor Dowden 
{Life, II, 372) has taken this remark as significant of Emilia’s light 
character. This seems to, me an injustice, in that it contradicts the 
tone of all of Emilia’s extant letters. She had only two suitors and 
no other known lovers. Possibly the remark was made flippantly and 
was set down by Claire because it amused her; but more likely it 
is a perfectly serious example of naive piety, and amused Claire on 
that account. In neither case does it support Professor Dowden’s 
insinuation. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, postmarked June 22, 1821, Julian 
Works, X, 278, 279. 

23 Shelley to Claire Clairmont, undated (shortly after May 8, 
1821), ibid., 264. 

2^ Shelley to John Taafe, July 4, 1821, ibid., 281-2. 

2® Mary Shelley to Amelia Curran, May 14, 1821, Shelley and 
Mary, III, 624. The friend here mentioned in connection with Lake 
Como is identified as Count Taafe by Shelley’s letters to him dated 
July 4, 1821, Julian Works, X, 282. 

2® Shelley to Claire Clairmont, June 8, 1821, Julian Works, X, 272. 
What Shelley received, if anything, for the wreckage of the steam- 
boat is unknown. In later years Henry Reveley’s wife asserted that 
Shelley owed him £ 1,000 ( Letters about Shelley, 29 ) . 

2^ Shelley to Claire Clairmont, June 8, 1821, Julian Works, X, 272. 

2® Shelley to John Gisborne, October 22, 1821, and to Claire Clair- 
mont, postmarked June 22, 1821, ibid., 333 and 280. 

2® Hogg to Shelky, June 15, 1821 {Shelley and Mary, 111^640-3); 
Leigh Hunt to the Shelleys, July 10, and to Shelley, August 28, 1821 
( Correspondenee of Leigh Hunt, 1, 163-9 ) ; and Peacock to Shelley, 
June 3, 1821 {Shelley and Mary, III, 634-5, and Peacocks Worfo, 
Halliforded., VIII, 220). 
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Shelley to Peacock, “August [probably 10], 1821,” Julian 
Works, X, 306. 

Memorandum of conversations with T. Hookham by J. Mitford, 
quoted by Peck {Life, II, 410). 

Leigh Hunt to Shelley, July 11, 1821, Correspondence of Leigh 
Hunt, 1, 166. 

In The Spirit of the Age, 1821. Two or three slurring incidental 
references to Shelley in the London Magazine in 1820 and 1821 may 
also have been by Hazlitt. 

See my The Unextinguished Hearth, 24-8, for a more extended 
comment on Shelley’s attitude toward the reviewers. 

These reviews are quoted in my The Unextinguished Hearth. 

These and all other reviews of Shelley from which I quote are 
reprinted in my The Unextinguished Health. 

Thomas Noon Talfourd to James Ollier, September 9, 1820, 
printed in T. J. Wise: A Shelley Library, 101-2. 

For fuller details see my The Unextinguished Hearth, 365-8. 

Shelley to Charles and James Ollier, J^inuary 20, 1821 [mis- 
dated 1820], Julian Works, X, 233. 

A fourth review of Adonais appeared in the Examiner for 
July 7, 1822. 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, January 25, 1822, Julian Works, X, 351. 

See H. B. Forman: The Shelley Library; T. J. Wise: A Shelley 
Library; and my The Unextinguished Hearth, 95-8, 368. 

See George T. Goodspeed: “ The ‘ First American ’ Queen 
Mab” in the Colophon, New Graphic Series No. 1, 25-33 (spring, 
1939). And cf. Chapter xiii, note 137. 

Shelley to John Gisborne [June 16, 1821], Julian Works, X, 278. 

Shelley to the Editor of the Examiner, June 22, 1821, ibid., 
280-1. Published in the Examiner and reprinted in St. Tammany's 
Magazine, New York, November 9, 1821. A similar estimate of 
Queen Mob is to be found in Shelley’s letter of November 22, 1817, 
to Mr. [or Mrs.?] Waller (Verse and Prose from the Manuscripts 
of Percy Bysshe Shelley, 1934, p. 129) . 

These two reviews are reprinted in my The Unextinguished 
Hearth. 

See Richard Carlile s Republican for February 1, 1822, quoted 
in my The Unextinguished Hearth, 95. 

The Monthly Repository of Theology and General Literature, 
XVII, 717-18 (November 1822). 

“ The Atheist,” in the Literary Gazette for June 2, 1821, signed 
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C., is reprinted in my The Unextinguished Hearth, 344-5. Dalby’s 
poem, without title, occurs in a letter in the Literary Chronicle for 
June 9, 1821, p. 362, signed J.W.D * * *. lam indebted to Professor 
George L. Marsh for my knowledge of it, which came too late 
for inclusion in The Unextinguished Hearth. Its text follows; 

Percy Bysshe Shelley! the unearthly brightness 
And wild expression of thy fearful eye 
Prove thou hast forfeited thy bosom’s whiteness. 

And leagued thy soul to shame and perfidy. 

And then thy “ gait perturbed,” — its wondrous lightness, — 

Thy long unequal strides — all these supply 
The clearest proofs, that if thou rt not the devil. 

Thou art his equal in all kinds of evil. 

% 

Percy Bysshe Shelley! while almost a child. 

You wrote a profligate and wicked book. 

At which it seems you ne’er were weak and wild 
Enough to let* the public have a look; 

But one it seems has printed it, beguiled 
By hope of gain, — and so, by hook or crook. 

We’ll heap on you slander, reproach, and shame. 

And play the very devil with your name. 

Shelley to Mary [August 1, 1821], Julian Works, X, 293? 

Mary Shelley’s journal, August 2 and 3, 1821, and Claire Clair- 
mont’s journal, August 3 and 4, 1821. 

Shelley to Mary, August 6, [1821], Julian Works, X, 295-6. 

John Murray: Lord Byrons Correspondence, II, 180-2. 

Byron to R. B. Hoppner, October 1, 1820, Murray, op. cit, II, 
183. 

Shelley to Mary, August 7, 1821, Julian Works, X, 298-9. In 
Shelley and Mary this letter omits some of the details of the charges 
against Shelley. Dowden, however {Life, II, 423), prints the text 
without these omissions. 

Shelley to Mary [August 9, 1821], Julian Works, X, 300. 

Mary Shelley to Shelley, undated, enclosing a letter to Mrs. 
Hoppner dated August 10, 1821, in Dowden: Life, II, 424-5. 

Murray, op. cit., II, 185-8. This letter has been printed by 
both Mrs. Marshall in her Life and Letters of Mary Shelley (I, 
298-300) and Dowden {Life, II, 425-7) with important omissions: 
viz., all of paragraphs 5, and part of 6, 7, and 11, which are included 
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only in the text as printed in John Murray as cited above. Lady 
Shelley, who copied the letter in Shelley and Mary from the papers 
of Lady Dorclhester, is responsible for the omissions. The MS. of 
her copy in the Bodleian Library mentions that she suffered from 
a headache while making the copy. It is a rather curious coincidence 
that Mrs. Marshall in dealing with Mary Shelley’s letter to Mrs. 
Hoppner (op. cit., 298) conceals Mary’s frank admission of Claire’s 
illness by saying falsely that the manuscript reads E. (for Elise) 
instead of C. (for Claire). 

Shelley to Mary [August 16, 1821], Julian Works, X, 313-14. 
Shelley’s reference to the Literary Gazette in this and the former 
letter is doubtless to the following footnote in the Literary Gazette's 
review of Queen Mob, May 19, 1821, apropos of condemning Shel- 
ley’s behaviour to Harriet: ^ 

We are aware that ordinar)^ criticism has little or nothing to 
do with the personal conduct of authors, but when the most 
horrible doctrines are promulgated with appalling force, it is the 
duty of every man to expose, in every way,^the abominations to 
which they irresistibly drive their odious professors. We declare 
against receiving our social impulses from a destroyer of every 
social virtue; our moral creed, from an incestuous wretch; or our 
religion from an atheist, who denied Cod, and reviled the purest 
institutes of human philosophy and divine ordination, did such a 
demon exist. 

It is possible that the charge of incest refers to Elise’s story, but 
it seems easier to suppose that it is an echo of current gossip about 
the relations of Byron, Shelley, Mary, and Claire at Geneva in 1816. 

Shelley to Mary, August 7, 1821, and Shelley to Medwin, Aug- 
ust 22, 1821, Julian Works, X, 296, 316. 

Shelley to Mary, August 7, and to Medwin, August 22, 1821, 
ibid., 296, 317. The servant who waited on Shelley during this visit 
was Battista Falcieri, Byron’s gondolier at Venice, and the “Tita” 
of Don Juan, ii, 56. In 1820 he became the servant of Disraeli and 
was one of the sources of Disraeli’s knowledge of Byron and Shel- 
ley in his Venetia, See William Flavelle Moneypenny: The Life of 
Benjamin Disraeli (New York, 1916), 383-5. 

Shelley to Peacock, August [probably 10], 1821, Julian Works, 
X, 306-7. 

^ Shelley to Mary [August 10, 1821], ibid., 303. 

Shelley to Byron, September 14, 1821, ibid., 322. 
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Chapter XXVII 

Shelley to Mary [August 16, 1821], ibid., 315. 

Shelley to Mary [August 15, 1821], ibid., 310-11. 

Ibid., 312. 

Shelley to Medwin, ibid., 316. 

Mary s last recorded visit to Emilia is on June 22, Claire’s on 
June 23, and Shelley’s on June 22 (but not with Mary apparently). 
Shelley’s letter of August 22 (see note 68, above) indicates that 
Emilia’s letter breaking oflF communications had been received by 
that time. 

Shelley and Mary, III, 576, published in Vita di una Donna, 
115. A possible echo of this prohibition is to be found in Shelley’s 
letter of August 15 to Mary (Julian Works, X, 311), in which he 
thinks Emilia might recommend a tutor for Allegra “ if you can 
see or write to Emilia” The text of Emilia’s letters, as given in 
Appendix II, indicates that the prohibition was probably a temporary 
one, during the period of ‘‘ retreat.” 

Enrica Viviani Della Robbia, op. cit., 143. Biondi was the son 
of Francesco Biondi, President of Good Government and Councillor 
of State, of Pomerance. 

Shelley to Byron, September 14, 1821, Julian Works, X, 322. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, January 26, 1822, ibid., 255, 

“ Ginevra ” ( 1821 ), lines 58-69. For the Italian story, see H. B. 
Forman, Shelley’s Works, IV, 545-8. 

Shelley later sent this poem to Jane Williams with a note very 
suggestive of the one that had accompanied his present of “ On a 
Faded Violet” to Sophia Stacey: 

Dear Jane, — If this melancholy old song suits any of your tunes, 
or any that humour of the moment may dictate, you are welcome 
to it. Do not say it is mine to any one, even if you think so; indeed 
it is from the torn leaf of a book out of date. . . . 

Professor Peck {Life, II, 207) has preceded me in suggesting 
the connection of these poems with Emilia Viviani, and also the 
similar connection of “ The Fugitives ” and “ Ginevra.” 

Shelley to Hogg, October 22, 1821, in George Stuart Gordon: 
Shelley Letters, galley proofs. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, March 7, 1822, Mrs. Marshall, 
op. cit., 1, 331. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, June 18, 1822, Julian Works, X, 401. 

Charles Ollier to Mary Shelley, November 17, 1823, in Shelley 
and Mary, IV, 990-1. Ollier says he is delivering 160 unsold copies 
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Chapters XXVII-XXVIII TSIotes 81, 1-3 

to Leigh Hunt. This would indicate that he printed probably 200 
copies instead^ of the 100 Shelley first suggested, and that not more 
than forty were disposed of. 

The story of Emilia's later life is to be found in Enrica Viviani 
Della Robbias Vita di una Donna (Firenze, 1936), 
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GENERAL SOURCES 

The letters and works of Shelley; letters of Mary Shelley; of 
William Godwin; of Leigh Hunt; contemporary reviews; the 
journals of Mary Shelley and of Claire Clairmont; Trelawny’s 
Recollections; Medwin’s Revised Life; Journal of Edward El- 
lerker Williams — all as previously cited. 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

< 

^ Peacock to Shelley, October (no day) 1821, Works of Thomas 
Love Peacock, ed. H. F. B. Brett-Smith and C. E. Jones, London, 
1934, VIII, 225-6. 

^ Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, November 30, 1821, Mrs. 
Marshall, op. cit., I, 317. 

^ Godwin to Mary, June 29, October 10, October 30, 1821, in 
Shelley and Mary, III, 698A, 698G, and 704A. In 1819, when the 
case involving the rent of Godwin's house had first come before the 
courts, judgment had been reserved on the question of whether or 
not Godwin was entitled to a notice to vacate, despite the fact that 
he paid no rent. The case came up again on October 26, 1821. 
Opinion was practically unanimous that Godwin would be thrown 
out of his house and his property sold for debt. Godwin's sole 
reliance was a promise of £400 from Horace Smith, which Smith 
had withdrawn on the 25th. The next day, contrary to all opinion 
and to the judge's charge, the jury granted Godwin another ex- 
tension. 
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^ Shelley to Horace Smith, May (no day) 1822, Julian Works, 
X, 392. 

® Shelley to John Gisborne, October 22, 1821; Shelley’s Preface; 
Shelley to Horace Smith, April 11, 1822; Shelljey to John Gisborne, 
April 10, 1822, Julian Works, X, 333, 377, 370. 

® Journal of Edward Ellerker Williams, entries for October 26 
and November 6-10. 

“ A Discourse on the Manners of the Ancients Relative to the 
Subject of Love,” Julian Works, VII, 223. 

® Trelawny, op. cit., II, 200-1. 

^ Shelley to John Gisborne, April 10, 1822, Julian Works, X, 370. 
Mr. Gisborne was acting as Shelley s agent in London and probably 
saw Hellas through the press. 

Reprinted in my TJ^e Unextinguished Hearth, 303-8. The Paris 
Monthly Review for August 1822 contained a favourable obituary 
notice of Shelley entitled “ Hellas, A Poem.” See The Unextinguished 
Hearth, 326-9. 

Shelley to Byron, October 21, 1821, Julian Works, X, 330-1. 
The similarity of the last chorus to Byron’s “ Isles of Greece ” is 
noticed by Medwin, op. cit., 354. 

12 Hellas, lines 776-85 and 792-802. 

1^ W. M. Rossetti supposed it to have been written about 1815; 
A. H. Koszul has shown that the notebook in which it was written 
was used in 1817 and later. See Chapter xiv, note 32, and the editorial 
note on the essay, Julian Works, VI, 364. 

1^ Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, November 30, 1821, Mrs. 
Marshall, op. cit., I, 317-18. The two desks were recovered soon 
after Shelley’s death. Mary’s had been broken open and some of 
Shelley’s letters taken. These letters are supposed to have been the 
basis for the forged Shelley letters of 1852, which deceived Robert 
Browning. 

Mary’s j 9 umal for November 1, and Shelley to Byron, Septem- 
ber 14, 1821, Julian Works, X, 321. 

Claire’s journal, November 1, 1821. Other details in this para- 
graph are from Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, November 30, 1821, 
Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., I, 317, and Shelley to John Gisborne, Octo- 
ber 22, 1821, Julian Works, X, 332. 

Shelley to Peacock, dated “ probably January 11 ” by the Julian 
editors, Julian Works, X, 341-3. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, October 22, 1821, ibid., 332-3. 
Shelley to John Gisborne, January 12, 1822, ibid., 346. 
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Chapter XXVIII 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, December 31, 1821, ibid., 341. For 
further details of Mrs. Beauclerc, see Medwin, op. cit., 362, 367-9. 

Leigh Hunt to Shelley, September 21, 1821, Correspondence of 
Leigh Hunt, I, 172-3^ The plan for the Liberal had been formulated 
by Byron and Shelley at Ravenna. Julian Works, X, 318. 

Mary to Maria Gisborne, December 21, 1821, in Shelley and 
Mary, III, 719. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, December 20 and 21, 1821, 
Shelley and Mary, III, 719; also Medwin, op. cit., 327. In a later letter 
to Mrs. Gisborne, on April 10 (Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., I, 340), Mary 
says: " Shelley has been much better in health this winter than any 
other since I have known him. . . Trelawny s account also shows 
Shelley s health unusually good, and Thornton Hunt drew similar 
conclusions from Shelley’s appearance in Ji^ly 1822. 

Mary Shelley’s journal does not mention Rogers’s presence, but 
see Williams’s journal for April 20, 1822 and the Reminiscences and 
Table Talk of Samuel Rogers, ed. G. H. Powell, London, 1903, pp. 
183-4. Rogers mentions an argument at dinner between Byron and 
Shelley, on Shakespeare. 

25 Medwin, op. cit., 331. 

2® Ibid., 334-5, 356-7, 377; and Samuel Rogers, as cited in note 24. 

2“^ Medwin, op. cit., 378. Trelawny ’s and Williams’s comments on 
the relations of Byron and Shelley support Medwin’s account. 

2® Shelley to Claire Clairmont, December 31, 1821, Julian Works, 
X, 340. 

2^ Shelley to Peacock, dated by the Julian editors "probably 
January 11,” 1822, ibid., 342. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, October 22, 1821, ibid., 334. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, January 12, and to Horace Smith, 
January 25, 1822, both ibid., 346. 

^2 Mary Shelley’s journal for December 12 and 13, 1821, and Med- 
win, op, cit., 364-7. There is a slight disagreement yi the two ac- 
counts, which I have attempted to reconcile. 

Mary’s journal mentions "church at Dr. Nott’s” on Decem- 
ber 9 and reads " Go to church December 16, February 24, March 3. 

Medwin, op. cit., 360-4, and Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, 
March 7, 1822, quoted by Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., I, 329-31, from 
Shelley and Mary, III, 761-4. 

^5 Trelawny, op. cit., II, 172. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, February 9, 1822, as quoted 
from Shelley and Mary in Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., I, S2Ar-5. 
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Williams’s journal for April 10, 1822. The description of the 
Pirate is from Mary Shelley’s Note on " An Unfinished Drama.” It 
has been suggested with some plausibility (Sylva Norman: After 
Shelley, London, 1934, p. xvi) that the lady who converses with the 
Indian youth in this fragment is Jane Williams. 

E. E. Williams to E. J. Trelawny, December (no day) 1821, 
in Trelawny ’s Recollections, II, 170; also ibid., 207, 206, and Wil- 
liams’s journal for January 15, 1822. The direct conversation is part 
of a note appended by Mary Shelley to her transcript of Williams’s 
journal opposite the entry cited above, as quoted by Dowden: Life, 
II, 465. 

Trelawny, op. cit., II, 189-90. 

Ibid., II, 197 and 194-6. 

Shelley to Horace Smith, January 25, 1822, and to Claire Clair- 
mont, postmarked March 26, 1822, Julian Works, X, 346, 365. It will 
be noted incidentally that Shelley asked for the advance of seventy 
or eighty guineas and referred to it later as six or seven napoleons, 
the cost of the sheet music only. 

Jane Williams to Leigh Hunt, April 28, [1824], Brit. Mus. Add. 
MSS 38,523, folio 85. Published in part in Edmund Blunden: SheU 
ley and Keats as They Struck Their Contemporaries ( London, 1925 ) , 
5^7. For a full copy of this letter I am indebted to Professor Fred- 
erick L. Jones. The same letter shows that Shelley had mentioned 
this state of affairs to Hunt in July 1822. • 

Shelley to Edward Williams, dated by the Julian editors Janu- 
ary 26, 1822, Julian Works, X, 353. Mrs. Shelley printed this poem 
as written in 1821, which, if true, supports the statement in Shel- 
ley’s letter that he found it in “ the portfolio in which my friend used 
to keep his verses.” But if it was actually written in 1821, which is 
doubtful, Shelley thought it apposite in January 1822, for Williams’s 
journal shows that he first saw it on that day. The same journal 
shows that tl^ere was not at this time the slightest interruption of 
Shelley’s daily intimacy with the Williamses. 

If the poem was \vritten in 1822 with the Williamses in mind, 
one might suspect that Mary’s objection was not so much to his 
association with them as to his discussing his spiritual loneliness with 
them. What Edward Williams thought of the situation in Shelley’s 
home in January and February of 1822 may be partly inferred from 
two separate, cautious remarks in his journal. On January 8, apropos 
of Shelley’s resumption of " Charles the First,” he remarked upon 
Shelley’s need of encouragement: “ a mind such as his, powerful as 
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it is, requires gentle leading,^" And when he received Shelley's sad 
poem on January 26 he characterized it as “ beautiful but too melan- 
choly." 

Maria Gisborne^ to Mary Shelley, February 9, 1822, in Shelley 
and Mary, III, 743. 

John Gisborne to Shelley, February 19, 1822, ibid.. Ill, 751; 
and Shelley to Gisborne, dated by the Julian editors March 7, 1822, 
and to Ollier and Co., April 11, 1822, Julian Works, 363, 376. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, April 10, 1822, Julian Works, X, 
373-4. 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, January 25, 1822; to Byron, February 15, 
1822; to Hunt, February 17, and March 2, 1822; ibid., 349, 356, 
357, 361. 

T. J. Hogg to Shelley, January 28, 1822, in Shelley and Mary, 
III, 735. 

Dowden: Life, II, 486-7, from Claire Clairmont papers that 
I have been unable to locate. According to Claire’s statement, the 
Shelleys were kept ignorant of Mr. Mason’s journey, lest they un- 
wittingly betray it to Byron. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, undated, apparently in early 
February 1822, Julian Works, X, 356. Mary’s letter referred to is 
printed in Dowden; Life, II, 488-90. 

Claire’s journal for February 7 mentions meeting Elise. On 
March«18 she mentions that Elise " writes to Mad. Hoppner," and 
on April 12; “Call upon Elise — to write the letter to Madame H.’’ 
Elise’s two notes of denial (printed in John Murray’s Lord Byrons 
Correspondence, II, 190, 191 ) are dated April 12. Three days before 
this a letter from Claire to Mary {Shelley and Mary, III, 778) con- 
cludes: “I wish you would write me back what you wish Elise to 
say to you, and what she is to say to Madame H. I have tried in 
vain to compose it.’’ On April 11 Claire received “a letter from 
M. and S.’* It would thus appear that Elise failed to execute a prom- 
ise to write to Madame Hoppner on March 18 and that her two letters 
of April 12 may have been dictated by Mary or Claire. Since Elise’s 
two notes constitute a sweeping denial of what she had certainly 
told Mrs. Hoppner, they must have been written primarily to pre- 
vent Mrs. Hoppner from repeating the story. 

Claire’s pathetic and dignified letter is quoted entire in Dow- 
den; Life, II, 484-6. Byron had ignored two previous letters. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, postmarked March 26, 1822, Julian 
Works, X, 365. 
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Shelley to Claire Clairmont, postmarked April 11, 1822, ibid., 
375. . 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, undated (probably late in March 
1822 ) and also May 31, 1822, ibid., 367, 396. 

Journal of Edward Ellerker Williams, February 7-11, and 
April 26-30, 1822. 

Details of the Masi aflFray are drawn from Edward Williams’s 
journal, March 24-30, 1822; Trelawny’s Recollections, II, 213-15; 
and the letters of Byron, Shelley, and Mary Shelley, particularly 
Mary’s letters of April 6 and June 2, to Maria Gisborne, in Mrs. 
Marshall, op. cit., I, 337, 356. In 1936 I examined cursorily a col- 
lection of letters, depositions, and other documents bearing upon 
the affray, which was at that time in the possession of Mr. Gabriel 
Wells. 

Byron s servant, when released, fled to the Shelleys, who had mean- 
while moved to San Terenzo. He was later returned to Byron. A 
prosecution was begun against Serjeant-Major Masi for his assault 
on Shelley. After Masi s recovery Shelley wished to drop the legal 
proceedings, but deferred to Byron’s opinion that they should be 
prosecuted. Shelley died before Masi could be brought to trial. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, June 2, 1822, Mrs. Marshall, 
op. cit., I, 358, reprinted from Shelley and Mary, 

This extract from some later memoranda of Claire Clairmont 
kept with her journals is printed in full, with Claire s characterization 
of Mary, in R. Glynn Grylls: Claire Clairmont, 255. 

The Examiner, January 20, June 9, 16, 23, pp. 35, 355-7, 370-1, 
389-90; and July 7, pp. 419-21 (reprinted in my The Unextin- 
guished Hearth ) . 

See The Unextinguished Hearth, 375. 
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Trelawny’s Recollections; Mary Shelley’s letters, journal, and 
Notes on the Poems of 1822; Shelley’s letters and poems; and 
the journal of Edward Williams — all as previously cited. 
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NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Here, as elsewhere, I have based my account on Trelawny’s 
earlier Recollections (1858) rather than his later Records (1878), 
because his earlier memories seemed likely to be more reliable and 
also because in the interval Trelawny s attitude toward Mary Shel- 
ley had become less friendly and at times even contemptuous. With 
a person of such violent prejudices as Trelawny this circumstance 
might easily affect his later account in other details than his obvi- 
ously altered treatment of Mary. 

Trelawny s memory and understanding were excellent, but his 
habits of expression were those of the raconteur rather than the 
accurate scholar. His reputation for truthfulness was not impec- 
cable. In Greece Byron remarked more than once to George Finlay, 
the historian: “ If we could but make Trelawny wash his hands and 
speak the truth, we might make a gentleman pf him ” ( as quoted in 
The Life of Frances Power Cobbe, by Herself, Boston and New York, 
1894, I, 236). But it has been often observed that he is at his best 
in writing of Shelley. His remarks on Shelley have in general the 
indefinable ring of truth; they are well supported by Medwin’s ear- 
lier account ( of which he certainly availed himself ) , and by other 
incidefital records. They can safely be taken as true in general, 
though liable to occasional exaggeration and inaccuracy. Thus in 
his several accounts of the cremation of Shelley's body he varies the 
circumstances of the preservation of Shelley's heart and mentions a 
bird hovering over the scene, which is called a different kind of bird 
in each of the three accounts. But the variation of detail scarcely 
affects the essential general truth of his narrative. 

The Records contain documents, conversations, and several anec- 
dotes not present in the earlier book. Most of the added documents 
are available elsewhere. The conversation sounds less genuine than 
that of twenty years earlier and is surely none the more accurate 
and reliable for not having been included in the first volume. Of 
the anecdotes, two are among his best-known. These, the only new 
ones of possible importance, are the stories of Shelley's appear- 
ing naked before dinner guests as he returned to his room at Casa 
Magni after losing his clothes on the beach, and his proposal to Jane 
Williams at about the same time to ‘‘ solve the great riddle ” by al- 
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lowing Williams’s little coracle to sink beneath them, as they were 
drifting around in the bay. The latter story has been told to me by 
Jane’s grandson, Mr. R. Wheeler Williams, as a family tradition 
heard from his father. Yet I cannot help wondering why such capi^ 
tal stories were not printed until Mary Shelley and Jane Williams 
were no longer alive to contradict them. The former story is not sup- 
ported by any mention in Williams’s or Mary’s journal of a visitor 
from Genoa, and Mary was in such poor health at the times of both 
Trelawny’s visits to Casa Magni that the dinner party itself sounds 
somewhat doubtful. 

A brief but excellent general description of Shelley at this time, 
possibly by Leigh Hunt, appeared in the Literary and Pictorial Re- 
pository, London, 1838, and is quoted in Appendix V. 

2 Details in this paragraph are based on Trelawny’s Recollec- 
tions, II, 227, 188-9, 202, 186, 194, 202, 203. 

^ This paragraph and the next are based on ibid., II, 194, 206, 
190, 191, 203. 

^ Paragraph based, on ibid., II, 189, 187, 175, 179, 203, 202. 

® Paragraph based on ibid., II, 189, 175, 227, 194, 189, 190. 

® Mary Shelley’s Note on the Poems of 1822, and Trelawny’s 
Recollections, II, 205, 240, and Mary to Maria Gisborne, August 15, 
1822, Mrs. Marshall, op. cit, II, 12-13. 

Descriptions of the house as it appeared in the early 1900’s may 
be found in the West Sussex Gazette for July 6, 1922 and 4n the 
London Daily Mail, August 20, 1925. 

Mary Shelley, Note on the Poems of 1822. 

® Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, August 15 and June 2, 1822, 
Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., II, 11, and I, 359; Shelley to Claire Clair- 
mont. May 29, 1822, Julian Works, X, 396; Mrs. Mason to Shelley, 
May [no day] 1822, Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., I, 353; Jane Williams 
to Leigh Hunt, April 28, [1823], and Leigh Hunt to Elizabeth Kent, 
undated [before April 28, 1823], both published in part in Edmund 
Blunden: Shelley and Keats as They Struck Their Contemporaries, 
55-7. 

In his Recollections Trelawny gives no hint of any discord be- 
tween Shelley and Mary, but he mentions in his later Records that 
he had since learned that Shelley suffered from Mary’s jealousy. In 
his later letters he sometimes spoke disparagingly of Mary, but not 
very definitely ,of her attitude toward Shelley. In 1870 ( Letters about 
Shelley, 36-7) Lady Shelley bought and destroyed some Shelley 

625 



Notes 9-16 


Chapter XXIX 

materials. The late Mr. T. J. Wise assured me these were some Tre- 
lawny letters, and that they were destroyed because they spoke of 
Mary as a whining, nagging wife. 

® Shelley to Mrs.. Godwin, May 29, 1822, and to Claire Clairmont, 
May 29, 1822, Julian Works, X, 393, 395. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, June 18, 1822, ibid., 402. See also 
note 8, above, and 41, below. 

Mrs. Mason to Shelley, May [no day] 1822, Mrs. Marshall, 
op. cit., I, 352; Shelley to Mrs. Godwin, May 29, 1822, Julian Works, 
X, 393. 

Shelley to Horace Smith, May [no day] 1822, Julian Works, X, 
392; and Horace Smith to Shelley, June 5, 1822, Shelley and Mary, 
III, 812-15. 

William Godwin, Jr., to Mary Shelley ,«June 24, 1822, in Shelley 
and Mary, III, 824A. 

Trelawny felt that there was nothing seriously wrong with 
Shelley s health at this time, and Thornton Hunt commented on how 
much stronger and healthier Shelley looked ;than in England. For 
Marys similar testimony see Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., II, 11, 12-13, 
20; and for Shelley s see Julian Works, X, 396, 402. 

Mary Shelley wrote of her to Mrs. Gisborne as lacking imagina- 
tion, and Trelawny wrote of her to Mary as somewhat commonplace. 
Shelley admitted to John Gisborne her lack of literary refinement, 
and Leigh Hunt wrote of her to Elizabeth Kent as having “ not quite 
intellect enough ” to understand truly the situation between Shelley 
and Mary (Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., II, 14, 48, Julian Works, X, 403, 
and Edmund Blunden, op. cit, 57). 

That this poem was intended as a sequel to " Lines Written in 
the Bay of Lerici ” seems indicated by the first poem's description of 
a parting to which the second poem seems to refer, and the parallel 
between the concluding lines of each poem. 

How much of these poems may belong to Shelley's ideal plane 
of living and how much to the plane of actual life is uncertain, but 
obviously they belong at least partly in the actual plane. It is quite 
possible ( and in my opinion probable ) that the incident was a rela- 
tively trivial one, heightened and magnified by an idealizing mood. 

Mr. Peck {Life, II, 199) states: “His affection, indeed, for 
Jane ... if we are to trust an unpublished letter written by Shelley 
to Byron . . . led to the actual fulfillment of passion, one evening, 
after an Italian fiesta which they together had attended." I am con- 
vinced that Mr. Peck is here citing either an imaginary or a forged 
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letter which he takes to be genuine. Diligent inquiry of various 
Shelley scholars and collectors has failed to reveal to me a single 
person other than Mr. Peck who had ever heard of the letter in 
question. Mr. Peck does not state the ownership, location, or date 
of this letter, so that the basis of his statement cannot be tested. 
There are so many extant Shelley and Byron forgeries (and Mr. 
Peck himself edited a group of the latter without recognizing them 
as forgeries ) that no letter of Shelley’s or Byron’s that is protected 
from scrutiny should be given final authority. In 1928 I wrote to 
Mr. Peck in care of his publishers requesting more information 
about this letter, but received no reply — very possibly he never 
received my letter. But in December 1938, when I repeated this 
question to Mr. Peck orally, he replied that the letter was “ in the 
Shelley family papers.” , 

The lapse of time between this statement and the publication of 
Mr. Peck’s biography, and also tlie somewhat hurried circum- 
stances of my talk with Mr. Peck, may account for the unsatisfactory 
nature of this statement. Had any such letter ever been a part of 
the Shelley family papers ( instead of in the Lady Dorchester papers, 
where they belonged, with all Shelley’s other letters of this period 
to Byron), Lady Shelley would inevitably have destroyed it, long 
before Mr. Peck could have seen it. Moreover, Mr. Peck’s book 
gives no evidence of access to any Shelley family papers not com- 
monly accessible to others at the time and since. Further, there is 
no evidence in the journals of E. E. Williams and Mary Shelley, or 
elsewhere in published letters, that Jane and Shelley ever attended 
a fiesta together. Nor, if the story itself were true, would Shelley 
ever have confided it to Byron, in whom he had come to have no 
real confidence and to whom such a letter would have seemed to 
confirm the old scandal about Shelley and Claire in Naples. 

No one could well assert the impossibility that there was an 
" actual fulfillment of passion but if there was, Professor Peck’s 
letter probably has nothing to do with it. The only authentic record 
of the high-water mark of Shelley’s attraction to Jane Williams is 
Shelley’s own poems. From these the only tenable conclusion to be 
reached is that in May, probably, at San Terenzo, Shelley committed 
some indiscretion which would seem trivial in the plane of ordinary 
living but which to an idealist could form the basis for the poem 
" We Meet Not as We Parted.” What happened can never be known, 
but a kiss or a passionate declaration, followed by a rebuke, could 
have produced the known results. 
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In 1828 Jane Williams " talked.” Specifically what she said has 
never been stated, but the eflFect on Mary was to make her consider 
that her dearest friend had turned malicious. It is known that the 
talk concerned Shelley s attitude toward Jane, and Mary’s treaunent 
of Shelley, and it is felt by Mary’s biographers ( I believe truly ) that 
the talk was exaggerated and irresponsible. It would appear that 
Jane asserted that Shelley was actually in love with her at San 
Terenzo. 

If Jane’s talk was exaggerated by the retrospective vanity with 
which she has been charged, then its actual basis may well have been 
the circumstance vaguely in the background of “ We Meet Not as 
We Parted.” If so, and if she was not exaggerating, then the basis of 
the poem was less trivial than I suppose, even though the exact extent 
of Jane’s claim is unknown. In such circi^mstances it seems to me 
that a better indication of the situation in May 1822 is to be had 
from the contemporary documents and circumstances, which to me 
suggest that there was either no particular incident or a relatively 
trivial one. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, May 29, 1822, Julian Works, X, 396. 

Edward Williams’s journal; Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, 
June 2, 1822, Marshall, op. cit., I, 359; Trelawny: Recollections, II, 
207; Medwin; Revised Life, 378. 

Shelley to Trelawny, May 16, 1822, Julian Works, X, 390. On 
June «18 Shelley made through Trelawny a final payment of 154 
Tuscan crowns, which, with 60 crowns previously paid, made the 
cost of the boat 214 crowns, or £80. 

Edward Williams’s journal for May 17, 1822; Mary Shelley to 
Maria Gisborne, June 2, 1822 in Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., I, 359; and 
Shelley to Claire Clairmont, May 29 and May 31, 1822, Julian Works, 
X, 395, 397. See two letters on the subject by Professor Frederick L. 
Jones in Times Literary Supplement, January 18, 1936 and April 22, 
1939. 

Williams’s journal for June 12, 13, 1822. 

The chronology of Trelawny’s visit is somewhat confusing. In 
his Recollections ( II, 209 ) he speaks of only one visit, ‘‘ not long 
after ” receiving a letter from Shelley dated June 18. But Shelley, 
in that letter, refers to a conversation with Trelawny "the other 
night:” Mary Shelley s journal does not mention Trelawny’s arrival, 
but does mention his departure on June 16. Williams’s journal does 
not mention either his arrival or departure, but contains (in the 
printed version) no entries between June 13 and 19, and on the 
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13th describes encountering the Bolivar with Byron and Roberts on 
board. From this I suppose that Trelawny made a first visit from 
June 13 to June 16. In her letter of August 15, 1822 to Maria Gis- 
borne, Mary speaks of Trelawny’s presence at Casa Magni “ the day 
before I was taken ill.” By this she must have meant the day before 
her miscarriage, which she dates as June 16, rather than the day 
before her threatened miscarriage, which in the same letter she 
dates June 8 (“ I think ”). Williams’s journal gives June 9 as the date 
of Mary s illness, with the word “ miscarried ” inserted in editorial 
brackets, from which I conclude that Williams was referring only 
to Mary’s first seizure. In any event, Trelawny can hardly have been 
present before June 13. 

In his Records Trelawny does not distinguish between his two 
visits, but relates several events as if they occurred during his pres- 
ence at Casa Magni, or, more probably, Lerici, where Roberts was 
staying. One of these was Shelley’s sleep-walking scene, which is 
dated by Williams’s journal Sunday, June 23, and which Mary Shel- 
ley’s letter dates “ I think . . . the Saturday after my illness ” — 
which would have been June 22. Trelawny ’s second visit, there- 
fore, would appear to have begun between June 18 and 22, and 
to have lasted only a few days. Trelawny’s silence about Mary’s 
serious illness may be explained by supposing that on his first visit 
he sailed from Lerici before eight in the morning of the 16th and 
hence did not know until later of her seizure at that hour. On his 
return Mary was better, though she was thrown into a relapse by 
Shelley’s sleep-walking of June 23. At neither time does Mary’s 
known state of health accord very satisfactorily with Trelawny’s 
references to her behaviour, but they suit the second period, up to 
June 23, as well as the first; and Trelawny’s account of Shelley’s 
sleep-walking could only belong to a second visit. See note 28,below. 

Trelawny: Recollections , II, 209-11. 

The date pf Claire’s arrival is not mentioned in Mary’s journal, 
and Claire’s journal contains no entries for over four months after 
Allegra’s death. In a letter postmarked May 31 Shelley urged Claire 
to visit them. In a letter to Mrs. Gisborne dated June 2 Mary said 
that she did not know if Claire would visit them again. Mrs. Mar- 
shall (op. cit., I, 360) dates Claire’s return on July 6; Miss Grylls 
{Claire Clairmont, 151) June 7. Mary’s journal for June 6 says: 
" Shelley and Clare go to Via Reggio,” which I tal<fe to be a slip for 
‘‘Shelley and Williams go to Via Reggio for Clare.” Williams’s 
journal for that date describes an attempt to reach Viareggio in the 
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boat. Being becalmed, they rowed to shore at Massa, where they 
had to produce pistols before the lone guard would permit their 
landing. They returned to Casa Magni next day without having 
reached Viareggio, and Claire must have arrived from Viareggio by 
herself on either June 6 or June 7. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, June 18, 1822, Julian Works, X, 403. 
Both Mrs. Mason and Mary Shelley also noted the change in Claire. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, August 15, 1822, Mrs. Mar- 
shall, op. cit., II, 12. 

^ Journal of Edward Williams, May 6, 1822. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, August 15, 1822, Mrs. Mar- 
shall, op. cit., II, 13-14. From Mary’s letter it is to be inferred that 
Jane’s and Shelley’s visions of Shelley’s phantasm preceded the sleep- 
walking scene. According to Mary’s lettei; of August 15, Trelawny 
was with Jane at the time of her illusion. See notes 22 and 27, above. 

'Thomas Moore, in Letters and Journals of Lord Byron: With 
Notices of His Life (London, 1830, II, 617), states that friends once 
saw Shelley walking in a wood near Lerici '\yhen he was really far 
away in another direction. 

Shelley to John Gisborne, June 18, and to Horace Smith, June 
29, 1822, Julian Works, X, 403, 411. 

Journal of Edward Williams, 31, under December 30, 1821; 
Trelawny: Recollections, II, 199. 

Shelley to Leigh Hunt, January 25, 1822, Julian Works, X, 351. 

E. J. Trelawny: Records of Shelley, Byron and the Author ( New 
York, 1887), 70. This statement does not occur twenty years earlier 
in his Recollections. 

®® Shelley to Trelawny, June 18, 1822, Julian Works, X, 405. 

Shelley to Claire Clairmont, dated by the Julian editors April 
29, 1821, ibid., 259. 

Professor Dowden {Life, II, 506) noted that Shelley’s model 
was Petrarch’s “Triumph of Love,” but the suggestion has been 
ignored by most or all commentators on the poem, who have sup- 
posed the terza rima to be Dante’s rather than Petrarch’s. It is true 
that the poem more closely resembles the first of Petrarch’s triumphs 
than any other, but several circumstances suggest that Shelley’s 
model was die Triumphs as a whole, rather than merely the first 
one. Petrarch’s six triumphs are different phases of the same vision, 
culminating in the “Triumph of Eternity.” They are obviously highly 
integrated parts of one unified conception. Shelley was an enthu- 
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siastic admirer of Petrarch by July 1818; on September 7, 1819 he 
had read the Triumph of Death ” aloud to Mary. He had shown 
in Adonais the influence of Petrarch's conclusion. No better state- 
ment of the essence of Petrarch s Triumphs could be imagined than 
Shelleys 

Life, like a dome of many-coloured glass, 

Stains the white radiance of Eternity. 

Petrarch's first four triumphs — ^ Love," “ Chastity,” " Death,” and 
" Fame include a fairly complete poetic view of life. Shelley 
condenses a similar view under one name — with considerable dif- 
ference, however, because of the more generalized approach. To Pe- 
trarch, as to Shelley, life in its most intense reality was the life of 
a ‘‘ god-like ” spirit in the " white radiance of Eternity.” Had Pe- 
trarch made his general title a specific rather than a generic one he 
could hardly have found one more descriptive than the Triumphs 
of False and True Life. 

Supposing that Shelley's model was only the first triumph, Pro- 
fessor Dowden concluded that Shelley's poem would not have been 
a long one. But this supposition is untenable when Shelley is seen 
to be including the whole group in his range of ideas, even though 
probably intending to write only one triumph. This did not compel 
Shelley to write one poem as long as Petrarch's six, but it does imply 
a poem probably two or three times the length of the fragment Such 
a view is supported by Shelley's treatment of Rousseau, which oc- 
cupies about half the fragment and is longer than any of Petrarch's 
comparable episodes. Rousseau was for Shelley always a splendid 
spiritual failure, never one of the few supremely great spirits. His 
treatment in the fragment appears grotesquely disproportionate un- 
less we assume that additional episodes of similar length, and more 
congenial to Shelley's notion of spiritual grandeur, were intended. 
Such a persoi^ as Rousseau would hardly have been chosen by Shel- 
ley as his only or most important mouthpiece. 

Shelley's Italian prose parable ‘‘ Una Favola ” ( 1820) has obvious 
similarities both to Petrarch's idea of life and to the idea of " The 
Triumph of Life.” In this fable the poet is in love with two mistresses 
at different times. Life and Death, but the true lover is Death. If 
Death is considered only as the necessary gateway to Eternity — 
as Shelley did consider it at times — the fable is both Petrarchan and 
Shelleyan. 
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Shelley to Horace Smith, June 29, 1822, Julian Works, X, 410. 

Mary Shelley to Leigh Hunt, first published (misdated) by 
Lucy Madox Rossetti in Mrs, Shelley ( 1890), p. 157. 

Journal of E. E. Williams for June 20, 1822; Shelley to Hunt, 
June 24, and to Horace Smith, June 29, 1822, Julian Works, X, 408, 
410; and Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, August 15, 1822, Mrs. 
Marshall, op. cit., II, 14. 

Edward Williams to Jane Williams, July 6, 1822, in Trelawny: 
Recollections, II, 212-13. 

Thornton Hunt: ‘‘ Shelley, by One Who Knew Him,” in Atlantic 
Monthly, XI, 191 (February 1863). 

Mary s letter has been lost, but Shelley spoke of it to both Hunt 
and Williams, and Mary referred to it in her letter of August 15 to 
Maria Gisborne. In her letter of April 22, ljS24 to Leigh Hunt ( Brit. 
Mus. Add. MSS, 38,523, folios 85-6), Jane Williams reminds Hunt of 
the pain he saw Shelley suffer on reading it. In his letter of July 6 
to Jane, Edward Williams describes it as “ of the most gloomy kind ”; 
and this fits Mary s own mention of it to Mrs. Gisborne. Mary ex- 
plained to Mrs. Gisborne that her apprehensions were for young 
Percy rather than Shelley. 

The precise time when the Hunts and Shelley went to Pisa is 
fixed by Marianne Hunt's journal, as published in the Bulletin and 
Review of the Keats-Shelley Memorial, No. 2 (Rome, 1913), 71. 

Edward Williams to Jane Williams, July 6, 1822, in Trelawny's 
Recollections, II, 212-13; Shelley to Mary, July 4, 1822, Julian Works, 
X, 412; and Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, August 15, 1822, Mrs. 
Marshall, op. cit., II, 17. 

Byron had just loaned Shelley £50, and either Shelley or Wil- 
liams had other cash sums, as Captain Roberts later recovered 
$400 from the wreck ( Byron to W, Webb, September 2, 1822, Lord 
Byrons Correspondence, II, 229; Captain Roberts to Byron, July 16, 
1822, in Bodleian MSS Shelley Adds. d. 4, folio 13, and to Trelawny, 
September [no day] and September 18, 1822, in Trelawny: Recol- 
lections, II, 229). 

Shelley's bankers were Guebhard & Co. Another banker, Mr. De 
Young, of the house of Bell, De Young & Co., claimed to have ac- 
companied Shelley to the pier and to have argued vainly against 
his departure, according to the MS. diary of Captain Gorham P. Low 
in the Library of Congress, as quoted by Richard Rice in the Specta- 
fof,CXXIX,873 (December9, 1922). 

I follow Trelawny's Recollections. But Trelawny wrote four 
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other accounts of Shelley’s last voyage, in which the time and some 
other^ minor circumstances vary. See Times Literary Supplement, 
London, December 9, 1920, pp. 838-9. 

From the conversation of Mr. Taafe in 1826, as reported in the 
Journal of Clarissa Trant (London, 1925), 198-9. The passage is 
quoted in Peck: Life, II, 287. 

In 1875 Trelawny s daughter, while travelling in Italy, heard and 
repeated to Trelawny a story that an old sailor had confessed to a 
priest that he was one of a crew which had run down the Don 
Juan, supposing Byron to be on board with much money. Trelawny 
believed that this story was true and adopted it in his Records, 
Undoubtedly the confession was made, but no writer on Shelley 
except Trelawny has regarded it with anything except scepticism. 
The money was not stol<?n, and it is hard to see how such a robbery 
could have been planned with any prospect of success. The “ con- 
fession ” hardly accords with the stories of other Livornese sailors 
who claimed to have hailed the boat. No one in San Terenzo be- 
lieved the confession. See the Athenseum, December 25, 1875, for 
documents throwing doubt on the confession. 

Captain Dan Roberts to Trelawny, September 18, 1822, Tre- 
lawny: Recollections, II, 229-30. 

The Don Juan was raised by Captain Roberts and sold at auction. 
In 1827 she was bought by a group of military ofBcers at Zante, 
where she was often used for short cruises. Finally she broke her 
moorings in a gale and was smashed to pieces. See letter of Ernest 
Law in The Times, London, July 10, 1922. 

Trelawny: Recollections, II, 190, 211, and Records, Chapters 
X and xiii, pp. 91 and 137 in the New Universal Library edition, 
London and New York, n. d. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, September 10, 1822, Mrs. 
Marshall, op. cit., II, 27. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, August 15, 1822, Mrs. Mar- 
shall, op. cit., II, 20. 

In 1926 Elinor Wylie published a novel, The Orphan Angel, 
founded upon this supposition. 

This paragraph and the two following are based on Mary Shel- 
ley s long letter of August 15, 1822 to Maria Gisborne, as given in 
Mrs. Marshall, op. cit., II, 11-21. 

Glaire Clairmont to Leigh Hunt, July 18, 1822, MS. in the 
Ashley Library, British Museum, quoted in part in R. Glynn Grylls: 
Claire Clairmont, 155-6. 
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Except where otherwise specified the details of the remainder 
of this and the next eight paragraphs are drawn from Trel^wny’s 
Recollections, II, 216-27. 

Trelawny supposed that the watch and money had either been 
stolen from the body or lost in the water. But the watch had been 
given to Jane Williams before the journey and is now in the Bodleian 
Library at Oxford, and the money was found in Williams’s trunk 
in the Don Juan, It was not until ten or eleven days later that 
Charles Vivian’s body was found two miles from the others, reduced 
to a skeleton. 

Mary Shelley to Maria Gisborne, September 10, 1822, Mrs. Mar- 
shall, op. cit., II, 26. 

The bill for these items, totalling £413, has been printed by 
Mr. Peck (Life, II, 405-6) from the MS. in the British Museum. 

Trelawny to Hunt, July 11, 1822, in Bodleian MSS Shelley Adds, 
d. 4, folio 20; Byron to Murray and to Moore, August 3 and 8, 1822, 
R. E. Prothero: Byron’s Letters and Journals, VI, 99; and Hunt to 
Arthur Brooke, undated but probably early ir\ 1823, printed in part 
in the catalogue of the Harry B. Smith sale. New York, April 8 
and 9, 1936. 

Later deposited by Walter Leigh Hunt in the Keats-Shelley 
Memorial at Rome, where it is preserved in a marble urn. It is 
alluded to in Marianne Hunt’s journal for September 19, 1822, pub- 
lished 4n the Bulletin and Review of the Keats-Shelley Memorial, 
No. 2 (Rome, 1913), 72. 

William Severn to C. A. Brown, January 21, 1823, as published 
in the Bulletin and Review of the Keats-Shelley Memorial, No. 2 
(Rome, 1913), 54; also the recollections of Dr. Richard Burgess, 
as published (in part) in Mrs. Angeli’s Shelley and His Friends in 
Italy, Appendix. Burgess’s recollections were written down over 
fifty years after the event and have misled previous biographers into 
supposing that only two laymen attended the burial.# Neither Bur- 
gess nor Severn mentions the criticism Burgess received for giving 
Christian burial to an atheist, but it is a tradition in his family. 

The exact date of Shelley’s burial is fixed by the register of burials, 
as quoted by H. Nelson Gay on p. 52 of the same article, cited 
above, in which Severn’s letter is quoted. 

^ Mary Shelley to Trelawny, May 10, 1823, as quoted in Mrs. 
Marshall, op. cit., II, 75-7; Trelawny: Recollections, II, 225-6; and 
Sir Rennell Rodd: “The Protestant Burial Ground in Rome (A 
Personal Reminiscence ) ” in the Bulletin and Review of the Keats- 
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Shelley Memorial^ No. 2 (Rome, 1913), 66; also H. Nelson Gay, 
as cif^d in note 59. 

Mr. J. Wheeler Williams, Jane s grandson, told me in 1936 that 
this was the impression he had received from his father, Edward 
Medwin. Williams. 

For further information on Hogg and Jane Williams see Sylva 
Norman: After Shelley: The Letters of Thomas Jefferson Hogg to 
Jane Williams (London, 1934). 

Claire Clairmont’s journal for September 20, 1822. 

A somewhat unreliable picture of Claire in her last years is 
to be found in William Graham: Last Links with Byron, Shelley 
and Keats (London, 1898). The only biography is Claire Clairmont, 
by R. Glynn Grylls ( London, 1939 ) . 

A dinner-table bet that Lady Noel would die before Sir Timothy 
Shelley, won for Shelley soon afterwards by Lady Noels death. 
Williams was quite indignant when Byron made no move to pay. 
See Medwin: Revised Life, 375. 

On the death of, Mary Shelley it was found in her desk, dried 
to dust, and wrapped in a copy of Adonais. It was buried in 1889 
with the body of Sir Percy Florence Shelley, in the vault he had 
built in St. Peter's Churchyard, Bournemouth, which also contains 
the bodies of Mary Shelley, William Godwin, and Mary Wollstone- 
craft Godwin — the last two having been removed from St. Pancras 
Churchyard. See Maud Rolleston: Talks with Lady Shelley (Lon- 
don, 1925), 30-2; and an anonymous article entitled “The Real 
Truth about Shelley’s Heart,” in My Magazine, London, November 
1933, pp. 939-43. 

Sir Percy Florence Shelley to Mrs. Booth, three MS. letters, two 
undated, one dated January 3, 1851, Bodleian MSS Shelley Add. 
d. 5, folios 105-11. 

68 Written statement by A. John Trucchi, Director of the Prot- 
estant Burial Ground in Rome, quoted in Bulletin and Review of the 
Keats-Shelley Memorial, No. 2 (Rome, 1913), 57-8. 
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Chapter XXX 


GENERAL SOURCES 

Principally the files of English and American periodicals, 

1822 - 40 . 


NOTES AND REFERENCES 

^ Printed “ thing ” in the Morning Chronicle, But Mr. T. J. Wise, 
owner of the MS., printed King ” in A Shelley Library ( 1924), 107. 

^ For copies of Dalby s two poems I am indebted to Professor 
Louise S. Boas, of Wheaton College. The other poems of 1822 are 
reprinted in my The Unextinguished Hearth, 

® In collecting the materials summarized in this and the following 
tables I am indebted to my wife for extensive and valuable as- 
sistance. A dozen or more American items were contributed by the 
late Prbfessor Lewis Chase, and several others by my colleague Pro- 
fessor Jay B. Hubbell. 

For the years 1823-40 inclusive, every available periodical in the 
Harvard Library and the British Museum was searched by title and 
index, and many by a rapid page-by-page inspection. Other libraries 
were used less systematically. Possibly some files or separate vol- 
umes were overlooked and some articles thereby missed. Certainly 
a number of incidental references were missed. But I regard the 
results as so nearly complete that further additions could not signifi- 
cantly vary my conclusions. 

For none of these tables may be claimed the finality and accuracy 
of detail which the form of presentation suggests. Not only are the 
data incomplete, but the distinctions between favourable, unfavour- 
able, and neutral items are necessarily based upon individual judg- 
ment which would certainly in some cases vary according to the 
judge. Nor are the classifications always quite fr§e from over- 
lapping. But while these considerations forbid regarding any figure 
in diese tables as more than approximately accurate, Aeir signifi- 
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cance is too slight to aflFect relative values. And it is relative and 
not af)Solute values that I seek to indicate. 

^ Mary Shelley to Mrs. Gisborne, February [no day] 1835, Mrs. 
Julian Marshall, Life and Letters of Mary Wollstonecraft Shelley, 
II, 263. 

® In 1827 Wordsworth said: "Shelley is one of the best artists 
of us all: I mean in workmanship of style ” — Norwell E. Smith: 
WordswortKs Literary Criticism (London, 1905), 259. Quoted also 
in Christopher Wordsworth's Memoirs of William Wordsworth ( Lon- 
don, 1851), II, 474. Cf. John Morley's Life of Gladstone (Lon- 
don, 1903), I, 136, where Wordsworth is quoted in 1836 as seeing 
in Shelley " the lowest form of irreligion, but a later progress toward 
better things.” 

® Between 1822 and 1841 Blackwoods Edinburgh Magazine 
made incidental reference to Shelley in January 1823, April 1830, 
and August 1834. Of these the first was unfavourable, the second 
colourless, and the last favourable. In December 1830 it printed a 
poem to Shelley by L. Beddoes. 

The Quarterly in the same years contains six items, all but the 
first incidental. The first was a mildly unfavourable review of Post’ 
humous Poems, June 1826. The incidental notices were slightly 
unfavourable. 

The Literary Gazette reviewed Posthumous Poems (July 17, 
1824), The Beauties of Percy Bysshe Shelley (November 3,*1832), 
and The Mask of Anarchy (November 10, 1832); and made in- 
cidental reference to Shelley on June 16, 1830 and March 2, 1839. 
The first review was kindly in tone, but somewhat unfavourable; 
the two following were moderately favourable, as was the last of 
the two incidental references. 

In 1824 both the New Times and the John Bull continued the old 
unscrupulous attitude and were denounced by the Examiner of No- 
vember 7, 1824. 

Though the one-volume Poetical Works and the Letters, Es- 
says from Abroad, etc., are both dated 1840 on their title pages, both 
were reviewed in 1839 — the former on November 23 in the Atlas 
and the Spectator and on November 27 in the London Weekly Re- 
view; and the latter on December 14 and 28 in the Athenaeum, Two 
other reviews of the latter are mentioned by Mary Shelley in a letter 
of December 19 to Moxon. 

® Marianne Hunt to Mary Shelley, October 4-November 7, 1823, 
Bodleian MSS SheUey Adds, d 5., folios 42-44. 
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® George Henry Lewes to Leigh Hunt, November 15, 1838 and 
December 21, 1839, Brit. Mus. Add. MSS 38,523, folios 182 an^l 200. 
Very possibly Mary Shelley requested Lewes not to publish. 

For detailed information about Browning's first acquaintance 
with Shelley see Frederick A. Pottle: Shelley and Browning — A 
Myth and Some Facts (Chicago, 1931). 

For fuller discussions of the growth of Shelley’s reputation 
among the labouring classes see my two articles “ Literature and 
the Law of Libel: Shelley and the Radicals of 1840-1842,” in Studies 
in Philology, XXII, 34-47 (January 1925); and “Shelley and the 
Active Radicals of the Early Nineteenth Century,” in the South 
Atlantic Quarterly, XXIX, 248-61 (July 1930). 

In the large mass of materials under analysis there are several 
noteworthy reviews and discussions that do not fall readily into 
place under the classifications adopted. Chief among these are an 
able review, followed by a discussion in the Nodes Ambrosianse man- 
ner, in Knighfs Quarterly Magazine for August 1824; Hazlitt’s some- 
what grudging review in the Edinburgh Revi(^w for July 1824 (for 
which he was rebuked in McPhuns Glasgow Magazine for Novem- 
ber 1824, possibly by Leigh Hunt); an essay, signed D. C. [Derwent 
Coleridge?], in the Metropolitan Quarterly Magazine (1826, pp. 
191-202 ) “ On the Poetic Character of Percy Bysshe Shelley, and 
on the Probable Tendency of His Works,” which seeks to soften 
the “ h6rror ” with which “ the majority ” regard Shelley’s works; and 
two able Irish appreciations, “ The Works of Percy Bysshe Shelley,” 
and “ Modern Poetry,” in the Dublin Literary Gazette and National 
Magazine (August 1830 and No. 3, no date, 1831). Both Irish 
articles, with the usual apologies for Shelley’s views, ranked him at 
the top of nineteenth-century poetry, but the first of them drew 
a spirited rebuke from the Christian Examiner and Church of Ire- 
land Magazine (November 1830). 

T. Wemys Reed: Life, Letters, and Friendships of Richard 
Monckton Milnes (London, 1890), II, 162. For other recollections 
of the event see Sir F. H. Doyle: Reminiscences and Opinions (Lon- 
don, 1886), 108-13; and G. B. Smith: Life of Gladstone (New 
York, 1880), 27. Perhaps the Bodleian Library was to blame for 
some of the Oxford ignorance. Five years earlier the Bodleian 
Library had listed Alastor as one of the books which it declined 
to accept under the Copyright Act. Commenting upon the whole 
list, the Man of Letters (April 21, 1824) remarked that probably 
no one but Cockneys would criticize this exclusion, but wondered 
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how the rejection of Hannah More’s Sacred Dramas and Mrs. Ople’s 
Simple Tales was to be explained. 

S. Salt: Percy Bysshe Shelley, Poet and Pioneer (London, 
1896), 16. 

As listed in J. P. Anderson^s bibliography, cited in the text. 
A later list may be found in the Musical News for December 16, 
1922, which states truly that “ Midvictorian composers tumbled over 
one another to set Shelley to music.” Between 1837 and 1880, four- 
teen different musical settings for the “ Indian Serenade ” were 
published. 

H. S. Salt, op. cit., 17. See also note 19, Chapter iii. 

Previous to this point I have not considered Shelley’s American 
reputation separately, because its phenomena are in general the 
same as the British. I Jbave seen (too late to use it) Miss Julia 
Powers’s Shelley in America in the Nineteenth Century: His Rela- 
tion to American Critical Thought and His Influence (University of 
Nebraska Studies, 1940). 

Shelley’s reputatio^n in Germany, France, and Italy has been 
treated respectively in the three following books: Shelley in Ger- 
many, by Solomon Liptzin (New York, 1924); Shelley et la France, 
by Henri Peyre (Paris, n.d., 1935?); and Shelley e TItalia, by Maria 
Louisa G. de Courten (Milan, 1923). 

In all three countries the first interest in Shelley seems to have been 
awakened and sustained by the greater interest in Byron; aitd later 
interest seems in the main to have paralleled contemporary English 
interest. In all three countries it has also been handicapped by the 
diflBculty of adequately translating Shelley’s most characteristic 
poems. Perhaps this partly explains why The Cenci was one of the 
first works to attract attention. 

Until the middle 1830’s Shelley’s reputation in Germany was rela- 
tively insignificant. Goethe became acquainted with Posthumous 
Poems in 1824 and found no special merit in them. By 1835 Gustav 
Kiihne’s novel, Quarantdne im Irrenhaus, could treat Shelley (with 
Hegel and Goethe ) as one of the three great spirits of the age; and an 
article in the Telegraph fur Deutschland in 1837 could rank him 
among the three writers to be called " gods.” By 1839 Alfred Meiss- 
ner was translating and imitating Shelley’s poems, and Julius Seybt 
was beginning his five years’ labour of translating Shelley’s complete 
poetical works. 

Shelley’s infiuence in Germany reached its height in the decade 
before the revolution of 1848. “ Young Germany ” regarded him as 
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a brother in arms, and emphasized the radical import of his life and 
works. After the failure of the revolution Shelley became ^a ro- 
mantic character in several German novels and plays, among which 
the most note worthy, were Wilhelm Hamm’s Shelley, eine biogia- 
phische Novelle (Leipzig, 1858) and Emil Claars Shelley, Trauer- 
spiel in fiinf Aufziigen ( Vienna, 1876 ) — the latter intended for stage 
presentation, but vetoed by the censor until 1918. During the 1850 s 
two of Germany’s most influential critics, Hebbel and Julian 
Schmidt, led a reaction against Shelley. Since the reaction to the 
revolution of 1848 Shelley cannot be said to have exercised any im- 
portant influence in Germany except in scholarly circles. But in 
scholarly circles since 1880 he has been the subject of almost in- 
numerable theses. The scholarship of Richard Ackerman, Helene 
Druskovitz, Helene Richter, and others has contributed consid- 
erably to the knowledge of Shelley, not only in Germany, but else- 
where. 

Shelley s reputation in France seems to have been based almost 
entirely on aesthetic and romantic grounds. Nqt until the 1840*s was 
he seriously noticed, although a few of his poems were translated 
in the 1830 s. Balzac, de Musset, de Vigny, and Sainte-Beuve either 
esteemed him but lightly, or apparently did not know him. But 
between 1843 and 1858 it became fairly commonplace for French 
waiters on English literature to rank Shelley above Byron and his 
other contemporaries. The poetry of the French symbolists was in 
several respects akin to Shelley’s, but evidence of Shelley’s influence 
is very slight. He may have influenced to a slight degree Baudelaire 
and Victor Hugo. Paul Bourget was an admirer of Shelley. Shelley 
occupies a restricted but distinguished place in Taine’s History of 
English Literature (1864). In 1833 and 1884 Madame Tola Dorian 
published her translations of The Cenex and Hellas, the former with 
an introduction in French by Swinburne. During the 1880’s distin- 
guished works on Shelley were produced by Gabriel Sarrazin and 
F61ix Rabbe, most of which were translated into English and helped 
influence Shelley’s later Victorian reputation. F61ix Rabbe published 
in 1886 the first French translation of Shelley’s complete works, and 
in 1887 the first French biography. In 1895 appeared A. Beljame’s 
translation of Alastor and in 1906 M. Catelaine’s translation of 
Hellas, One of the most penetrating biographical studies of Shel- 
ley in any language is A. KoszuPs La Jeunesse de Shelley (1910), 
which with his other contributions ranks this author among the 
foremost Shelleyans of the century. Andr6 Mauroiss Ariel (1923), 
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though in some ways superficial, is the most popular biographj^ of 
Shelley ever written. The centenary of Shelley s death attracted 
more attention in French journals than that of any other foreign 
poet except Goethe. 

The first published translation of Shelley into any foreign lan- 
guage was Damas Parato’s Italian translation of Adonais in 1830. 
But it was not much noticed, for Italians at this time were much more 
interested in Byron. Shelley seemed too metaphysical, and in addi- 
tion he offended the religious orthodoxy of Catholics and the aesthetic 
orthodoxy of classicists. During the 1830's and 1840’s a sort of critical 
feud existed ( as to a less extent in other countries ) between Shelley- 
ans and Byronians, with the Shelleyans eventually gaining the upper 
hand. But Shelley’s reputation in Italy grew very slowly until after 
1844. In that year G. *B. Niccolini published his Beatrice Cenci, 
which he called an imitation of Shelley’s The Cenci, but which was 
in reality a translation. In the same year a part of G. Blenio’s transla- 
tion of Alastor appeared in Mazzoni’s Fiori e gloria della letter atura 
inglese. G. Aglio’s tr^anslation, Opere poetiche scelte di P. B. Shelley, 
was published in 1858. 

The ffowering of Shelley’s Italian reputation in the late 1840’s and 
the 1850’s corresponded with Italy’s first unsuccessful effort to unite, 
the following years of oppression, and the achievement of inde- 
pendence. This may explain why Shelley’s reputation in Italy, much 
more than elsewhere, was for many years based mainly* on his 
championship of freedom. Afterwards the appreciative writings of 
E. Nencioni and G. Chiarini made him appreciated as “ the greatest 
modern lyrist.” Leopardi has been said to have been inffuenced by 
him, and Carducci was an admirer, calling him in “Presso I’urna 
di P. B. Shelley ” the “ soul of a titan in the body of a virgin.” In 
1892 Gabriele d’Annunzio celebrated Shelley’s centennial by elabo- 
rating upon one of Sarrazin’s essays. Perhaps the greatest single serv- 
ice to Shelley^ Italian reputation has been the translations of A. de 
Bosis — The Cenci (1898), Prometheus Unbound (1922), and Lyr- 
ics (1928). Other recent Italian Shelleyans whose works have had 
weight beyond Italy are G. Biagi, M. Renzuli, and Mario Praz. 

Charles Lamb to Bernard Barton, August 17, 1824, in E. V. 
Lucas: The Letters of Charles and Mary Lamb (London, 1912), 
VI, 698. Lamb is quoting Hazlitt’s opinion and making it his own. 

Frasers Magazine, XLVIII, 570-1 (November 1853). 

Hall Caine: Recollections of Rossetti (London, 1928), 169; 
and Thomas Carlyle: “Characteristics,” in Critical and Miscel- 
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laneous Essays of Thomas Carlyle (London, 1899), III, 31. But 
Carlyle was not. without some appreciation of Shelley's lyric q'aali- 
ties, and a letter from Robert Browning to Carlyle in October 1851 
implies Carlyle s approval of Browning’s essay on Shelley ( Letters of 
Robert Browning, ed. Thurman L. Hood, New Haven, 1933, p. 36). 
See also W. Minto, ed.: Autobiographical Notes of the Life of WiU 
Ham Bell Scott (London, 1892), I, 88, 89, 91, 128. In the last passage 
Scott, an ardent admirer of Shelley, speaks of him as “ that great 
poet, though only half -matured intellect.” 

Tennyson and His Friends, ed. Hallam, Lord Tennyson (Lon- 
don, 1911), p. 269. 

J. W. Mackail: The Life of William Morris (London, 1901), 
I, 178. 

Shelley, by Francis Thompson ( London, 1909 ) , 30, 45. 

Leslie Stephen: Godwin and Shelley,” in Hours in a Library 
(London, 1894), III, 64-101. 

Letters of Charles Eliot Norton, ed. Sara Norton and M. A. De 
Wolfe Howe ( Boston and New York, 1913), 1, 508. 

The episode ii§ related in a manuscript by Eliot Norton, in the 
Harvard Library. Eliot Norton, a son of Charles Eliot Norton, wit- 
nessed the interview between Captain Silsbee and Dr. Charles Eliot. 

Shelley,” by Paul Elmer More, in Shelburne Essays, Seventh 
Series (Boston and New York, 1910), 18. 

Athemarle Magazine, September 1892, as quoted by H. S. Salt, 
op. cit., 19. 

For this quotation I am also indebted to Mr. Salt, op. cit., 13. 

See note 17. 
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EXPLANATION 

This index covers the text, notes, and appendices of the two 
volumes. A small number of names of persons and places which 
occur only once or twice and are otherwise insignificant have 
been omitted. I have also made no effort to list the numerous in- 
dividual citations of some half-dozen books which are cited 
often in the notes that a list of citations would bewilder the 
reader with scores and hundreds of unimportant and confusing 
page-references. These books are specified in tlie index itself. 
Except for special reasons, quotations of less than three lines 
have not been indexed. 

The number of references for the most important subjects is 
so large that an effort has been made to simplify their presenta- 
tion by the use of several sub-topics. This has been donfi in the 
hope of making the index more easily usable, and not with the 
idea of providing complete separate indices for the subjects thus 
isolated. References already at hand were put into these cate- 
gories, but no full re-indexing of the two voliunes was under- 
taken to make the categories complete. Consequently any in- 
terested reader* may expand these categories for himself, both 
from the volymes and from cross-reference within the index. 

Because of its importance to the further study of Shelley, how- 
ever, I have given rather special attention to bibliographical 
matters, and have sought to include in the index all of Shelley’s 
reading mentioned in the two volumes, and short titles of all the 
works which I have cited. 

Where no volume number is given before the first page-refer- 
ence after a topic or sub-topic. Volume I is intended. 
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A 

A. B., 11,555 . 

Abinger, Lord, II, 387 
Academy (London) , (October 
12, 1889), 748 

Acis and Galatea (opera), Shel- 
ley hears, 555 
Ackerman, Mr., 575 
Ackerman, Richard, II, 640; 
Quellen, Vorbilden, Stoffe zu 
Shelleys Poetischen Werke, 
702 

Ackermans Poetical Magazine, 
49, 61, 575 

A'Court, Sir W., II, 311 
Acquila Nera, the, inn at Leg- 
horn, II, 14 

acting, Shelley’s interest in, 
699 

Adams, George, 743 
Adams, Miss, 613 
Adams, Mrs., 200 
Adolphus, John: Continuation of 
the History of England ( Lon- 
don, 1802, 1805), ordered by 
Shelley, 638; Lives of the 
Revolutionists [Biographical 
Memoirs of the French Revo- 
lution, London, 1799, 4 vols.], 
read by Shelley, II, 540 
Advertiser, (Dundee) (July 8, 
1922), 671 

^schylus; Shelley orders, 638; 
read by Shelley, 524, II, 188, 
544; Shelley s revulsion from 
treatment of Prometheus in, 
II, 112; Shelleys changes in 
character of Prometheus from, 
II, 119; passim, II, 565 
Agamemnon, read by Shel- 
ley, 524, n, 179-80 (with 
Mrs. Mason), II, 245 
(with Prince Mavrocor- 
dato) 

Persians, The, read by 


Shelley, II, 21; and Shel- 
leys Hellas, II, 328 f 
Prometheus Bound ( Greek ) , 
read by Shelley, II, 542; 
Shelley translates aloud 
to Medwin, II, 233 
Prometheus Unbound, lost, 
II, 112 

Aglio, G. : Opere poetice scelte di 
P. B. Shelley (1858), II, 641 

Agnano, Lago d’, Shelleys see, 
II, 66 

Ahasuerus, 293, 653; see also 
Wandering Jew 

Ahriman* 714 

Albe ( nickname for Lord Byron, 
q.v.), II, 12, 241 

Albemarle Magazine (Septem- 
ber 1892), II, 642 

Albertus Magnus, read by Shel- 
ley, 41, 52 

Albion House, Shelley’s resi- 
dence at Marlow, passim, 505, 
506, 520, 536, 540, 731; daily 
routine of Shelleys at, 518-19; 
visitors to (autumn 1817), 
544 

alchemist, the, of the Field Place 
garret, 25 

Alder, William, and Harriet 
Shelley’s suicide, 481, 482 

Alderman Library of the Univer- 
sity of Virginia, II, 538 

Alexander, William; and West- 
brook Chancery suit, 495; 
recommends guardian for 
Harriet’s children, 496; ap- 
proves Dr. Thomas Hume as 
guardian for Harriet’s chil- 
dren, 497 

Alfieri, Vittorio: Shelley claims 
The Cenci no more indelicate 
than, II, 194; Li}e of, read by 
Shelley, II, 540; Tragedies of, 
read by Shelley, II, 541 
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Allardyce, A., ed.: Letters to and 
from C. K. Sharpe (Edin- 
burgh, London, 1888), 584, 
588, 590, 592, 596, 598, 600, 
611, 612 

Allen, T.: History of Counties of 
Surrey and Sussex (London, 
1829,2vols.),561 
Amarone, Signor, II, 88 
American Art Association, II, 
456, 457; and Anderson Gal- 
leries, II, 461 

Amory, Mr., Shelley’s solicitor, 
324, 366, 369, 376, 394 
Amos, Andrew: friendship with 
Shelley at Eton, 43, II, 494, 
495; on Shelley at Eton, 43; 
letter to Athenaeum on Shel- 
ley at Eton, quoted, II, 494-6; 
passim, 54, 570, H, 489, 490, 
491 

Anacharsis, the Scythian, II, 553 
" Ancient Metaphysics,” read by 
Shelley, 11,215, 545 
Anderson, J. P., bibliography of 
Shelley, II, 412 

Anderson Art Galleries, 591, II, 
454 

Angeli, Mrs. Helen Rossetti, II, 
412, 586, 587; Shelley and His 
Friends in Italy ( London, 
1911 ), II, 567-8, 571, 572, 574, 
576, 582, 586, 687, 634 
Annunzio, Gabriele d’, on Shel- 
ley, II, 64P 

Anster, Dr. John, 631, 632 
Anti-Jacobin Review ( London ) , 
92, 590; (January 1812) 589; 
(February 1812) 589, 600; on 
Shelley’s expulsion, 116; letter 
to, on Shelley, quoted, 590 
Apennines, the Shelleys’ ascent 
of, 11,58 • 

Apollo, statue of, at Rome, II, 86 
ApoUonicon, the, 555 


Apollonius Rhodius, read by 
Shelley, II, 215, 545 
Apuleius, read by Shelley, II, 
544; Golden Ass, story of 
Psyche in, read by Shelley, II, 
543 

Arabic, Shelley begins study of, 
II, 229 

Argiropoli, Princess, II, 240, 241, 
245 

Ariel, the, intended name for 
Shelley’s boat, II, 366; and see 
Don Juan, the 

Ariosto: read and criticized by 
Shelley, II, 20; Shelley de- 
scribes relics of, II, 57; Shel- 
ley’s diminished interest in, 
II, 234; passim, 315, II, 17, 19, 
565; Orlando Furioso, read by 
Shelley, 310, (with Hogg) II, 
541 

Aristophanes: read by Shelley, 
II, 21; Clouds, Shelley reads, 
II, 19; Lysistrata, Shelley 
reads, II, 19; Plutus, Shelley 
reads, II, 19 ♦ 

Arliss's Pocket Magazine, 696-7 
Armata, read by Shelley, II, 545 
Army Lists, British ( 1813, 1814), 
Major Ryan in, 675-6 
Arnold, Matthew, on Shelley, II, 
412, 413 

Arrian: Historia Indica, read by 
Shelley, II, 544 
Arve River, 452 
Arveiron River, 453, II, 58 
Ascham, piratical publisher of 
Shelley, II, 397 

Ashley Library ( British Mu- 
seum), 579, II, 488 
Assassins, the, 682-3 
"Astronomy,” in [Nicholsons] 
Encyclopedia, read by Shel- 
ley, II, ^ 

" Atheist, The,” anonymous 
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poem against Shelley, II, 305; 
in Literary Gazette (June 2, 
1821), II, 614-15 
Athenaeum (London): (August 
25, 1832) 662; (December 
25, 1875) II, 633; (April 18, 
1908) II, 586; (February 11, 
1921) 611; December 14 

and 28, 1839) review of Let- 
ters, Essays from Abroad, etc., 
II, 637; (March 4, 1848) W. 
H. Merles letter to, about 
Shelley, 575, II, 489-94 
( quoted ) ; passim, II, 404, 405, 
406, 409 

“ Athenaius ” [Athanasius? Athe- 
naeus of Naucratis?], read by 
Shelley, II, 188 

Atlantic Monthly (Boston), II, 
518; (February 1863) 595 
Atlas: (November 23, 1839), re- 
view of Poetical Works, II, 
637; passim, II, 404, 409 
Austen, Jane: 'Northanger Abbey 
(London 1818), quoted, 56 
AusteniiCigh, R, A., Eaton s an- 
tiquary, 568 
Auxerre, 461 
Auxonne, 462 

Avernus, Lake, seen by Shelleys, 
11,63 


B 

B., poem on Shelley^s death by, 
quoted, II, 392 

Bacon, Sir Francis, 746, II, 602; 
Works, in Shelley’s ideal li- 
brary, II, 234; Novum Or- 
ganum, read by Shelley, II, 
541 

Bagehot, Walter, II, 412; on 
Shelley, II, 413 

Bagnacavallo, II, 317, 355; Al- 
legra Clairmont at, II, 306 


Bagni di Lucca: Shelleys take 
summer home at, II, 18; life 
of Shelleys at, II, liJ-22; 
Shelley s account of life at, JI, 
20-1; Shelley and Claire Clair- 
mont ride horseback at, II, 21; 
Shelley’s reading at, II, 21; 
passim, II, 183, 554, 566 
Baiae, excursion to, II, 62-3 
Bailey, Benjamin, 504 
[Baillie, Joanna]: Orra, A Trag- 
edy ( in Plays of the Passions, 
Vol. Ill, 1812), 373 
Baker, C. H. : “ Spenser and Shel- 
ley’s Witch of Atlas to be 
published probably in P.A/. 
L.A. (September 1941), II, 
599 

Baldwin, Craddock, and Joy, 
publish AJastor, 421 
Ball, Charles, Shelley’s room- 
mate at Eton, 43, 44, 573 
Ball, Edward H., 573 
Ballachey, money-lender, 366, 
367, 369 

Ballantyne, James, 580 
Ballantyne, John, 580 
Ballantyne and Co., 580; de- 
clines The Wandering Jew, 60 
Balzac, Honore, II, 640 
Bank-note forgery trials. Pea- 
cock and Shelley on, II, 68 
Bard, the, poem on Shelley’s 
death in, II, 392 
Barnard, E.: SheKeys Religion 
(Minneapolis, 1937), 577, II, 
581, 602 

Barnes, Thomas, meets Shelley 
at Oxford, 82 

Barnstaple, 237; Shelley at, 640 
Baron De L’Isle and Dudley, 9 
Barrett, Elizabeth, 434 
Barrow, John: Embassy to China 
[Some Account of the . . . 
Earl of Macartney . . . and a 
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Journal of an Embassy . . . 
to .. . China, London, 1807, 

2 vols.], read by Shelley, II, 
540 

Barruel, Abbe: Memoir es pour 
servir a Vhistoire du Jacobin- 
ism (London, 1797-8), Shel- 
leys interest in, 361 
Bar-sur-Aube, 353 
Barthelemy, J. J., Abbe: Voyage 
du jeune Anacharsis en Grece 
vers le milieu du quatrieme 
siecle avant Vere vulgaire 
(Paris, 1817, 7 vols.), H, 19, 
21, 553 

]^arton, Bernard: " Stanzas Ad- 
dressed to Percy Bysshe Shel- 
ley,” II, 302; Verses on the 
Death of Percy Bysshe Shelley, 

II, 392 
Basel, 858 

Bates, E. S.: A Study of Shelleys 
Drama, The Cenci (New 
York, 1908), II, 575, 581 
Bath: Mary and Claire arrive at, 
462-3; Shelley and party at, 
469; Mary at, 498; Mary and 
Claire at, 720; Shelley’s debt to 
money-lenders of, II, 183, 184; 
passim, 339, 340 
Baudelaire, Charles, influence of 
Shelley on, II, 640 
Baxter, Christian, 671 
Baxter, Isabel, Mary Godwin’s 
friend: altenated, 379, 381, 
438, 439-40, 525, 535, 537, 
546, 555; Mary Shelley s recon- 
ciliation with, II, 386 
Baxter, Robert, 335 
Baxter, William T., of Dundee: 
informed by Godwin of Mary’s 
marriage, 488; first opinions 
of Shelley ,*536; visits Marlow, 
536; calls on Shelleys in Lon- 
don, 544, 546; coldness toward 

• V 


Shelley, 547; passim, 473, 537, 
555, 558, 671 

Baxter family, 671; and Mary 
Godwin, 335 

Beattie, James: The Minstrel, 
quoted, 59 

Beauchamp, Robert Farthing, 
726 

Beauchamp, Mrs. Robert F., see 
Westbrook, Eliza 

Beauclerc, Mrs., II, 340, 353, 
620; association with Shelleys 
in Pisa, II, 335 

Beaumont and Fletcher: Shelley 
reads, II, 171; Bonduca, read 
aloud by Shelley, II, 188; 
Philaster, Shelley reads, II, 21; 
Rule a Wife and Have a Wife, 
Shelley’s disgust with, 522; 
The Gentle Shepherdess, Shel- 
ley reads, 523; The Maids 
Tragedy, Shelley reads, II, 21; 
Thierry and Theodor et, read 
aloud by Shelley, II, 188 

Beavan, A. H.: James and Hor- 
ace Smith (London,. 1899), 
721, 727, 728, 734, 736, 742, 
746, 747,748 

Beccaria, Father Giovanni Bat- 
tista, II, 579, 598; Artificial 
Electricity, 565-6 

Beck and English, Shelley’s 
creditors, II, 299 

Beckford, William: Caliph Va- 
thek, Shelley reads, II, 541 

Beddoes, T. L., admirer of Shel- 
ley, 11,395,637 

Bedford, Grosvenor C., 185; Life 
and Correspondence of Rob- 
ert Southey (London, 1850), 
622 

Bedwell, John, letter on Shelley’s 
arrest at Carnarvon, quoted, 
256; 259, 647 

Beer, Gavin de; “The Atheist: 
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an Incident at Chamonix,” in 
On Shelley (London, 1938), 
714 

Beilby, Mr., II, 17 
Beljame, A., translates Alastor 
into French, II, 640 
Bell, Henry Glassford, 580 
Bell, Dr. J., the Shelleys’ friend 
and doctor in Rome and Flor- 
ence, II, 88, 92, 93, 99, 108 
Bell, Dr. and Mrs., II, 89 
Bell, Mr., counsel for Shelley in 
Court of Chancery, 492 
Bell, De Young and Co., II, 632 
Belle AssemMee, La, or BelVs 
Court and Fashionable Maga- 
zine: (January 1809) 19-20, 
580-81; (1811) 578 
Belloc, Hilaire, on Sussex, 4 
Belvidera, Principessa, II, 90 
Benbow, William; his piracy of 
Queen Mob, II, 304; piratical 
publisher of Shelley, II, 397, 
403 

Bentham, Jeremy, II, 167; on Ox- 
ford, J1 

Beresford, Lord, 220 
Berkeley, Bishop George: Shel- 
ley’s first impression of, 184; 
Shelley rejects, 243; read by 
Shelley, 277, 552; Shelley be- 
comes disciple of, 424; works 
of, recommended to Shelley 
by Southey, 619; and Shelley’s 
philosophy of reality, II, 135; 
Works, 309, 638; passim, 277, 
455, 558, 704 

Berlinghieri, Dr. Vacci, II, 177; 
see also Vacc^ 

Bertram: Le Criminel Secret ^ 
read by Shelley, II, 542 
Besan 9 on, 353, 356 
Bethell, George (called 
" Butch ”), assistant master at 
Eton, 33, 36; victimized by 


Shelley at Eton, 40; as Shel- 
ley’s teacher, 50 

Bethune, Dr., Shelley’s financial 
dealings with, 429-30, 447 -8 
Betsy, English nun at Pisa, II, 
214 

Biagi, Dr. Guido, II, 641 
Bible: read by Shelley, II, 544; 
in Shelley’s ideal library, II, 
234 

Bicknell, Mrs., of Lynmouth, 
Claire Clairmont resides with, 
404 

Biggs, T. H., 588 
Billing, Mr., 448 
Bingen, 358 

Bion: and Shelley’s Adonais, II, 
296; Lament for Adonis, Shel- 
ley’s translation from, II, 
295 

Biondi, Francesco, fatlier of 
Luigi, II, 617 

Biondi, Luigi, son of Francesco, 
II, 604, 617; Emilia Viviani’s 
suitor, II, 320; marriage to 
Emilia Viviani, II, 319, 324 
Bird, Mr., see Browne 
Birrell, Augustine, article in 
Athenaeum (May 3, 1884), 
565 

Bisham Wood, haunt of Shelley 
near Marlow, 509, 519 
Bishop, Mrs., -isister of Mary 
Wollstonecraft: willingness to 
employ Fanny Imlay, 403; and 
Fanny Imlay ’s suicide, 471-2 
Bishopsgate: Shelley and Mary 
settle at, 409; Shelley’s home 
at, 412, 513, 695, 698 
Black Forest, The, or The Cav- 
ern of Horrors, 24 
Blackmore, Mrs. Mary, 630, 641 
Blackstone, Sir William, 197 
Blackwell, Thomas: History of 
The Court of Augustus [Mem- 
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oirs of, etc., London, 1764, 3 
vols.], read by Shelley, II, 
542' 

Blackwoods Edinburgh Maga- 
zine: reviews Rosalind and 
Helen (June 1819), II, ~ 103, 
160; and Prometheus Un- 
bound, II, 131; review of Re- 
volt of Islam (January 1819), 
quoted, II, 158-60; reviews 
Alastor, II, 160-1; attacks 
Quarterly reviewer of Shelley, 
II, 160-1; significance of its 
encouraging attitude toward 
Shelley, II, 161; Shelley and 
Mary on its attitude, II, 161-2; 
on Epipsychidion, II, 269-70, 
325, 608; review of Prome- 
theus Unbound, II, 300, 301; 
attacks The Cenci, II, 303; 
parodies of Adonais in, II, 
303; attitude toward Keats, II, 
303; (November 1819) II, 
584; items on Shelley in, 1822- 
41, and poem to Shelley, II, 
637; passim, 186, II, 156, 196, 
582, 584 

Blake Street, York, 612 
Blenio, G., translates Alastor into 
Italian, II, 641 

Blessington, Lady: quotes boat- 
man on Shelley and Byron in 
Switzerland, 464, 717; Conver- 
sations of Lord Byron (Lon- 
don, 1834);* 716; Journal of, 
716 

Blind, Mathilde, 641, II, 593 
Bliss, Philip, notes on Shelley at 
Oxford, quoted, 599-600 
Blocksome, Dr., 394 
Blunden, Edmund, 598, 600; 
Shelley and Keats as They 
Struck Their Contemporaries 
(London, 1925), 489, 588, II, 
621, 625, 626 


Blunden, E., G. de Beer, and 
Sylva Norman: On Shelley 
(London, 1938)*, 588, 714 
Boas, Louise S., 696, II, 636 
boat, Shelley’s, Mary Shelley and 
Jane Williams on, II, 342 
Boccaccio, Rev. Francesco, bap- 
tizes Elena Adelaide Shelley, 
II, 548 

Boccaccio, Giovanni: Decame- 
ron, read by Shelley, II, 215 
( aloud ) , 545; in Shelley s 
ideal library, II, 234 
Bodleian Library, 581, 599, II, 
460, 465, 634, 638 
Bodleian Quarterly Record 
(1937), 11,522 

Boinville, Cornelia, 305; and see 
Turner, Cornelia 
Boinville, Mrs.: Shelley’s opinion 
of, 305; friendship of Shelleys 
with, 305-6; and Elizabeth 
Kitchener, 306; a comfort to 
Shelley, 327; Shelley lives at 
home of, 327; discourages 
Shelley’s attachment for Cor- 
nelia Turner, 329; on Shelley’s 
health in 1814, 332; on Shelley 
and Harriet, 341; nurses Shel- 
ley, 345; Shelley owes money 
to, 352; coldness toward Shel- 
ley after elopement with 
Mary, 371; and motto to Epi- 
psychidion, 666; account of 
her later life, 685-6; passim, 
307, 308, 310, 325, 328, 385, 
487, 653, 666, II, 16, 262 
Boinville circle, 305, 306, 323; 

see also Bracknell circle 
Boinvilles, the, 308, 317, 322, 
325, 658 

Boisson, glacier of, 452, 453 
Bojti, Dr., II, 238, 251, 285; 
Claire Clairmont lives in home 
of, II, 227 
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Bojti, Mme, II, 238, 240, 241, 
285 

Bolivar, the," Byron s boat, II, 
366, 375, 376, 378, 381, 382, 
629; Trelawny in, 41, 366 
Bologna: Shelleys impression of, 
II, 57; Shelley's highway acci- 
dent near, II, 306; passim, II, 
13, 32 

Bond, R. Warwick, 572 
Bonn, 358, 359 
Bonneville, 452 
Bonnivard, 446, 532 
Book of Common Prayer, R. Car- 
lile parodies, II, 585 
Booth, David: calls on Shelley in 
London, 544; his argument 
with Shelley, 546-7; declines 
Shelley's friendship, 547; 
death of, II, 386; passim, 379, 
535, 537, 555 

Booth, Isabel Baxter, see Baxter, 
Isabel 

bores, Shelley's fear of, II, 178 
Borghese Gardens, II, 89, 90 
Bosis, • A. de, translates The 
Cenci, Prometheus Unbound, 
and Lyrics into Italian, II, 641 
Boswell, James, 658; Life of 
Johnson, read by Shelley, II, 
544-5 

Bourget, Paul, admirer of Shel- 
ley, II, 640 

Bowles, Rev. William Lisle: on 
Cwm Elan, 145, 146, 606; 
Coombe Ellen, 606, (quoted) 
146 

Bracknell: Shelley's removal to, 
306, 318; Hogg's visit to, 325; 
Harriet Shelley at, 339; Shel- 
ley floats paper boats at, 427; 
Shelley's residence in, 667; 
Shelley's secret departure 
from, 319; passim, 242, 322, 
324, 327, 468, 654, 667 


Bracknell circle, Hogg's sarcas- 
tic account of, quoted, 659; see 
also Boinville circle ^ 
Bradley, A. C., II, 412 
Bradway, J. S., II, 571 
Brailsford, H. N., II, 412; Shel- 
ley, Godwin and Their Circle, 
II, 416 

Bramwell, D., 588 
Brandreth, execution of, Shelley 
on, 546 

Breese, Jones, Casson, and 
Stokes, 644, II, 489 
Brentford: and Syon House 
Academy, 20; circulating li- 
brary at, 24 

Brett-Smith, H. F. B., 637, 732, 
742 

Brewer, Luther A., II, 508; My 
Leigh *Hunt Library: The 
Holograph Letters « (Iowa 
City, 1939), II, 536, 564 
Brewster, John, 588 
Bridge of Arve, the, 714 
Brimley-Johnson, R.: Shelley- 
Leigh Hunt (London, 1928), 
II, 454 

Bristol, Shelley's visits to, 470 
British Adoption of Children Act 
(1926), II, 571 

British Critic: reviews Original 
Poetry (April 1811), 58-9; 
comments o» St, Irvyne ( Jan- 
uary 1811), 92; on Alastor 
(May 1816), 422, 703; (April 
1810) 578; (January 1811) 
589; attacks Shelley, II, 27; 
(July 1818), II, 555 
British Luminary and Weekly 
Intelligence, on Shelley's 
death, II, 390 
British Magazine, II, 411 
British Museum: "Shelley visits, 
133; passim, 404, 555, II, 520, 
636 
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British Review and London 
Critical Journal (May 1816), 
55, ^6, 703 

Brooke, Arthur (John Chalk 
Claris ) : sonnet to Shelley, II, 
302, 356; Elegy on the Death 
of Percy Bysshe Shelley, 
quoted, II, 392-3 
Brooke, Stopford, 666, II, 412; on 
Shelley, 11,413 

Brookes, Shelley’s London bank- 
er: unpublished letter of Shel- 
ley to, II, 460; passim, II, 28, 
284, 584 

Brooks, Mr., of Marlow, p08, 732 
Broubach, 358 
Brougham, Mr., 273 
Brougham, Henry, 499, 500, 515, 
639, 716, II, 25 
Brougham, James, 179 
Brown,* Charles Brockden: Ar- 
thur Mervyn, 524; Edgar 
Huntley, read by Shelley, II, 
540; Wieland, read by Shelley, 
721 

Browne, alias Bird, Shelley’s in- 
terest in, at Oxford, 96 
Browne, Felicia Dorothea, after- 
wards Hemans: “The Scep- 
tic,” 61 

Browning, Robert: “ Essay on 
Shelley,” II, 403; Pauline, 
tribute to Sheliey in, II, 403; 
and Shelley’s reputation, II, 
403-4; on Shelley, II, 413, 420; 
first acquaintance with Shel- 
ley’s works, II, 638; passim, II, 
412, 413, 521, 575, 619, 642 
Brunen, 353; Shelley and Mary 
at, 357 

Bryant, Mrs. A. P., II, 531, 538 
Bryant, W., money-lender, 447 
Buchanan, Rcfbert, 507; in New 
' Quarterly Magazine (April 
1875), 731 


Buffon, Count Georges Louis, 
714; Shelley reads, 158 
Bulkeley, Lord, 643; encourages 
Tremadoc Embankment, 256 
Bull and Mouth Tavern, 154 
Bulletin and Review of Keats- 
Shelley Memorial, No. 2 
(Rome, 1913), II, 632, 634, 
635 

Burdett, Sir Francis: Shelley’s in- 
terest in, 75; Shelley’s The 
Wandering Jew dedicated to, 
75; defence of Peter Finnerty, 
108; passim, il87, 197, 220, 261, 
248, 513, 515, 585, 636 
Burdett-Coutts, Baroness, 586 
Burger, Gottfried August: Leo- 
nore (1772), Shelley recites, 
553 

Burgess, Dr. Richard, reads 
burial service over Shelley, II, 
383, 634 

Burke, Edmund, 15, 588; Ac- 
count of Civil Society, read by 
Shelley, II, 541 

Burney, Fanny, projected meet- 
ing with Shelley, 305 
Burton, Dr. James, 596 
Burton, Miss Rachel, 595, 596 
Bury, Lady Charlotte, see Camp- 
bell, Lady Charlotte 
Byron, Lady, 459, 709 
Byron, Lord: 

Chronological: 

on the Frame-Breaking Bill, 
272; arrival at Geneva, 440; 
life at Geneva, 716; at Dio- 
dati, 442, 715; on the castle 
of Chillon, 446; on Hunt, 
477; on death of Princess 
Gharlotte, 544-5; gossip 
about, in Venice, II, 33; 
Mrs. Hoppner on, II, 67; 
credits Hoppner scandal, 
II, 308; doubts Hoppner 
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Byron, Lord ( continued ) Byron, Lord ( continued ) 

scandal, II, 308, 310, 312; 227; grants Claire Clair- 


shows Hoppner letter to 
Shelley, II, 306; plans to 
leave Ravenna, *11, 306; in 
August 1821, II, 315-16; 
arrives in Pisa, II, 333; and 
Taafe, II, 246; prepares 
lodging for Hunts in Pisa, 
II, 334; religious beliefs of, 
Medwin on, II, 336; plans 
boat, II, 342; on Trelawny, 
II, 624; at Montenero, II, 
533-4; vacillation toward 
Hunt and the Liberal, II, 
350, 375; unpleasant later 
dealings with Mary Shel- 
ley, II, 385; death of, II, 387; 
in Mary Shelley s novels, II, 
401; passim, 62, 401, 435, 
439, 445, 457, 461, 508, 514, 
539, 653,714, II, 47, 48, 102, 
235, 378, 395, 516, 534, 552, 
588, 589, 592, 620, 622, 623, 
627, 629, 632, 633, 635, 639, 
640, 641 

and Claire and Allegra 
Clairmont: 

begins liaison with Claire 
Clairmont, 434-6; poem 
probably to Claire Clair- 
mont, 435-6; letter about 
Claire Clairmont quoted, 
459; aflEair with Claire 
Clairmont, 459-60, II, 74, 
75; and Allegra Clair- 
mont, 540; terms for re- 
ceiving Allegra, II, 9-11; 
on Claire Clairmont and 
Allegra, II, 33; harshness 
to Claire about Allegra, 
II, 185; declines corre- 
spondence with Claire 
Clairmont, II, 226; and 
Allegra Clairmont, II, 


montsjast request about 
Allegra, II, 356 
and Shelley: 

early association with 
Shelley, 441; and Shelley 
party in Switzerland, 
scandals concerning, 442; 
boat-excursion on Lake 
Geneva, 444-7; effect on 
Shelley in Switzerland, 
450; and Shelley’s " athe- 
os ” inscription, 456; in 
Shelley’s will, 467; Shel- 
ley writes to, 469, 523; 
Shelley writes to concern- 
ing Claire, 474; Shelley to, 
on Westbrooks’ chancery 
suit, 491; Shelley letters 
to, 499; invited to Mar- 
low, 506; reaction to Shel- 
ley’s letters, 528; and Laon 
and Cythna, 528, 530; in- 
formed of Shelley’s com- 
ing to Italy, II, 5; invited 
to visit Shelleys at Lake 
Como, II, 9, 552; Shelley’s 
difficulties with, about 
Claire Clairmont, II, 9- 
12; Shelley’s reunion 
with, at Venice, II, 33-6; 
Shelley’c philosophic ar- 
gument with, II, 34-5, 
114; off ers ‘Shelley villa at 
Este, II, 35; in “Julian 
and Maddalo,” II, 42, 43, 
559; Shelley’s disappoint- 
ment in, II, 56; on the 
mysterious lady of Na- 
ples, II, 70; neglect of 
Shelley, II, 104; unpub- 
lished note of Shelley to, 
quoted, II, 460; criticism 
of the Shelleys, II, 185; 
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criticism answered by Wordsworth, 451; its 


'Shelley, H 187; Shel- 
ley on, II, 234, 313, 
316, 337, 351; invited to 
visit Shelleys, II, 289; in- 
vites Shelley to Ravenna, 
II, 289, 306; in Adonais, 
II, 297; Shelley’s visit to, 
at Ravenna, II, 315-17; 
and Shelley’s dejection, 
II, 316; and Shelley, their 
circle of friends in Pisa, 
II, 335; association with 
Shelley in Pisa (1821-2), 
II, 336; Shelley’s conver- 
sations with, in Pisa, II, 
336-7; relations with 
Shelley in 1821-2, II, 337, 
359, 620; Shelley’s intol- 
erable situation with, in 
1822, II, 350-1; warned 
against Shelley and Hunt, 
II, 350-1; Shelley’s desire 
to separate from, II, 351; 
respect for Shelley’s opin- 
ions, II, 359; at cremation 
of Shelley and Williams, 
II, 381, 382; on Shelley, 
II, 382; Shelley’s executor, 
II, 385; bet with Shelley, 
II, 385, 635; influence on 
reputatiorw of Shelley, II, 
399 

works: * 

Beppo, 733 

Bride of Ahydos (play), 
Shelley sees, 555 
Cain, II, 304, 337; Shel- 
ley’s admiration of, II, 
234; admired by Shel- 
ley and Mary, II, 333 
Childe^Harolds Pilgrim- 
age, 450, 459, 711, 712, 
713, 717, II, 34; and 


effect on Mary Shelley, 
463; Shelley’s connec- 
tion with, 465; on death 
of Princess Charlotte, 
544-5; read aloud by 
Shelley, II, 39; read by 
Shelley, II, 329; Third 
Canto of, read by Shel- 
ley, II, 542 

Deformed T ransformed. 
The, Shelley on, II, 337 
Don Juan, II, 337; Shel- 
ley’s admiration of, II, 
186, 316, 333; read by 
Shelley, II, 544; Bat- 
tista Falcieri in, II, 616 
English Bards and 
Scotch Reviewers, Shel- 
ley reads, 120 ' 

Hours of Idleness, 601 
“ Isles of Greece,” II, 619; 
and Shelley’s Hellas, II, 
331 

“ Lachin-y-Gair,” ^1 
Lament of Tasso, The 
(London, 1817), Shel- 
ley orders, II, 462 
Lara: Jane Clairmont 
reads, 366; read by 
Shelley, II, 540 
Letters of, quoted, 459, II, 
185, 382 

" Lines to a Lady Weep- 
ing,” 544 

Manfred, 714; and Goe- 
the’s Faust, 461; and 
Peacock’s theories, 461; 
and Prometheus Un- 
bound, II, 134 
Marino Faliero, Shelley 
on, II, 316 

Mazeppa, II, 558; copied 
by Mary Shelley, II, 40 
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Byron, Lord (continued) 

"Monody on the Death 
of Sheridan,” 459 
"Ode to Venice,” II, 558; 
copied by Mary Shel- 
ley, II, 40 

" Prisoner of Chillon, 
The,” 450, 459 
Sardanapalus, II, 334 
Siege of Corinth, read by 
Shelley, II, 541-2 
Two Foscari, The, 716, 
II, 334 

Vision of Judgment, II, 
375 

Bysshe, Hellen, of Fen Place, 
marries John Shelley, 7, 562 

Bysshe, Roger, of Fen Place, 562 

C 

Caine, Hall: Recollections of 
Rossetti (London, 1928), II, 
641 ’ 

Calais, Shelleys set out from, II, 

3 . 

Calcutta Literary Gazette, II, 
410 

Caldecott, Mr., money-lender, 
Shelley expects loan from, 286, 
647 

Calderdn, Shelley reads, II, 164, 
171, 209, 545; Shelley reads 
plays of, with Maria Gisborne, 
II, 100; Shelley reads autos 
and Cisma dlnghilterra of, 
with Medwin, II, 233; Shelley 
reads aloud from Magico 
Prodigioso, II, 341; in Shel- 
leys ideal library, II, 234; 
Shelley s translation from, II, 
374 

Calvert, Mary, see Stanger, Mrs. 
William, 182 

Calvert, Raisley, 179 


Calvert, William, 179, 181-2, 617 
Calvert, Mrs. William, 198, 225, 
617 , ^ 

Calvert family, opposition to 
Irish venture, 181-2, 198, 202, 
320 

Cambrian (Swansea), account 
of Fanny Imlays suicide in, 
470, 719 

Cambrian Tourist, The, anon. 
(5th ed., London, 1825), 642, 
643 

Cambridge, University of, Ne- 
cessity of Atheism sent to, 
112 

Cambridge Apostles: pirated 
edition of Epipsychidion, II, 
397; and Shelley, II, 410 
Cambridge-Oxford debate on 
Shelley,. II, 410 
Cameron, K. N., 737 f 
Campagna of Rome, II, 59, 61, 84 
Campbell, Lady Charlotte, 92, 
112, llv3, 116 

Campbell, Theophila Carlile: 
The Battle of the Press, as 
Told in the Life of Richard 
Carlile (London, 1899), II, 
585 

Campbell, Thomas: on Shelley's 
The Wandering Jew, 60; Shel- 
ley writes to, 61; influence of, 
on Shelley s ^=^arly poems, 278, 
279; Shelley on, II, 234, 337 
Cane and Sherborne, unpub- 
lished note of Shelley to, 
quoted, II, 461 

6apek, Dr. Karl, and The Cenci, 
II, 575 

Capitol, the, Rome, II, 85, 86 
Capri, II, 61 
Capua, II, 84 

Capuccini, I, Shelley's home at 
Este, described by Mary, li 
36, 37 
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Caracalla, Baths of: Shelley s de- 
scription of, quoted, II, 85; 
passim, II, 87, 115 
Carducci, Giosu^, admires Shel- 
ley, II, 641 

Carleton House fete, Shelley’s 
lost poem on, 143, 606 
Carlile, Richard: discovers 
Queen Mab, II, 304; trial of 
(1819), II, 104, 166; trials, im- 
prisonments, and radical jour- 
nals of, II, 585; oflEers original 
Queen Mab for sale, 653; and 
Shelley’s reputation, II, 405-6; 
passim, 639, II, 137, 3,90, 391, 

585 

Carlile, Mrs. Richard, 166, 406 
Carlyle, Thomas: on Shelley, II, 
413, 420, 642; '‘Characteris- 
tics,” in Critical and Misceh 
lanedUs Essays ( London, 
1899), II, 641-2; passim, II, 
403, 521 

Carnarvon, Shelley’s arrest at, 
255 

Caroline, Queen, Shelley’s opin- 
ion of, II, 225 

Carpenter and Son, co-publish- 
ers of Alastor, 421 
Carr, J.: The Stranger in Ireland, 
or a Tour in the Southern and 
Western Part of That Coun- 
try in the Year4805 (Philadel- 
phia, 1806), 628 
Carr, W.: History of University 
College (London, 1902), 584, 

586 

Cartwright, Major: and the 
Hampden Clubs, 513; and 
Shelley’s Proposal for Putting 
Reform to the Vote, 515 
Cary, Henry, translation of Para- 
dise quoted; II, 579 
*€asa Aulla, Shelley’s lodgings in 
Pisa, IL 281 


Casa Bertini, Shelley’s home at 
Bagni di Lucca, II, 18 
Casa Cenci, Shelley visits, II, 91 
Casa Frasi, Shelley’s lodgings in 
Pisa, II, 176-7 

Casa Magni, near San Terenzo: 
Shelley rents, II, 355; crowded 
menage in, II, 360; discom- 
forts at, II, 361; painful do- 
mestic scenes at, II, 361; Shel- 
ley on his happiness at, II, 369; 
Mary, Jane, and Claire leave, 
II, 381; passim, II, 624, 629 
Casa Prinni, Shelley’s lodgings at 
Baths of Pisa, II, 212, 213 
Casa Ricci, Cisbomes’ home 
near Leghorn, II, 201, 214; 
Shelley deceived by servants 
at, II, 207-8 

Casa Silva, home of the Masons, 
II, 180, 201, 297, 335 
Casciano, II, 201 
Cascine, grove at Florence, 
Shelley’s stroll in, II, 171, 173 
Caserta, II, 66 
Castelaine, M., translates# 
into French, H, 640 
Castle Coring: built by Shelley’s 
grandfather, 10; talk of sell- 
ing, 324 

Castle of Vivaldi, or, the Mys- 
terious Injunction, 56 
Castlereagh, Lord: and Peter 
Finnerty, 107; satirized by 
Shelley, II, 106; suicide of, II, 
391 

Castlereagh administration, evils 
of, II, 25. See also England, 
state of, and Shelley on the 
state of England 
Castruccio, Mary Shelley’s novel 
on, II, 299; and see Shelley, 
Mary: Valperga 

Catalogue of Graduates in the 
Faculties of Arts, Divinity, and 
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Law of the University of Edin- 
burgh (Edinburgh, 1858), 
664 

Catholic emancipation, Shelley’s 
interest in, 75, 206; 216 
Catholica, II, 58 
“ Catiline’s Plot,” read aloud by 
Shelley, II, 188 

Catty, C. S., and Sophia Stacey’s 
journal, II, 586 

Cavern of Horrors, The, or Mis- 
eries of Mirando, a Neapolitan 
Tale, 24 

Celsus, Roman author of De 
Medicina (or possibly the 
Greek Platonist), works or- 
dered by Shelley, 277, 638, 648 
Cenci, Beatrice: manuscript his- 
tory of, copied by Mary, II, 
18; supposed portrait of, by 
Guido Reni, II, 91 
Century Magazine ( October 
1905): and Shelley at Tre- 
madoc, 646; and West’s sup- 
posed portrait of Shelley, II, 
531 4 

Cervantes, Miguel de: Don 
Quixote, Shelley reads, 469, 
II, 542; " Little Novels,” Shel- 
ley reads, with Medwin, II, 
233 

Cesena, II, 58 

Cestius, tomb of, at Rome, II, 60 
Chalmers, A.: History of the 
Colleges, Halls, etc,, of the 
University of Oxford (Lon- 
don, 1810, 2 vols.), 584 
Chamb6ry, Shelley’s books de- 
tained by censor at, II, 5 
Chamounix, 452, 453, 714 
ChampagnoUes, 438-9 
Chancellor, the Lord, see Eldon, 
Lord 

Chancery, Court of: West- 
brooks* appeal to, 489; Shelley 


prepares answer for, 490; 
Shelley’s answer for, 492; and 
Westbrook pounsellors ih, 492; 
hearing in Westbrook petition, 
493; Westbrooks’ initial suc- 
cess in, 494; decision of West- 
brook suit, 494-6; restrictions 
on Shelley’s seeing Harriet’s 
children, 497; Shelley’s ex- 
penses in, 541; Chancery pa- 
pers, "‘Westbrooks vs. Shel- 
ley,'" 717, 724; brief for Shel- 
ley’s defence in, quoted, II, 
508-17 

Chanter, J. R.: Sketches of the 
Literary History of Barnstaple 
(Barnstaple, 1866), 634, 640, 
641 

Chapuis, 463 

Charenton, 353 

" Charlotte,” Peacock’s stipposed 
heiress, 388 

Charlotte, Princess, II, 106, 339; 
death of, 544 

Charters, Thomas, coach-maker, 
his bill against Shelley, 375, 
378, 398, 687-8, II, 156, 583 

Chartists, the, and Shelley’s rep- 
utation, II, 407-8 

Chatterton, Thomas, 419; para- 
phrased in Original Poetry, 
59, 580 

Chaumont, 35& 

Cheesbrough, Rev. Jacob, re- 
jected as guardian for Harriet’s 
children, 497 

Cheltman, Jacintha Shelley 
Leigh Hunt, disposes of Shel- 
ley’s portrait, II, 519 

" Chemistry ” and ‘‘ Magic,” 
Shelley’s reading in, at Eton, 
52 

Chepstow, Shelley at, 237, 238 

Chestnut Hill Cottage, ShelleyJf 
home at Keswick, 171, 174 
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Chew, S. C.: The Dramas of 
Lord Byron ( Baltimore, 1915 ) , 
II, 581 

' 1 

Chiappa, Signor, Shelley's land- 
lord at Baths of Lucca, II, 18, 
19, 21,90, 553 

Chiarini, G., his favourable criti- 
cism of Shelley, II, 641 

Chichester, Lord, and the in- 
formations against Shelley 
(1812), 229, 250, 635 

Chillon, Shelley and Byron on, 
446 

Chivers, Thomas Holly, and 
Shelley, II, 414 

Chorley, H., ed.: Leiters of 
Mary Russell Mitford, 2nd ser. 
(London, 1872),. 742 

Christ: Shelley on, 136; evolu- 
tion of, in Shelley's mind, 653; 
in Qneen Mab, II, 125-6; in 
Prometheus Unbound, II, 
112-13, 125-6, 332; in Hellas, 
II, 332; in "The Triumph of 
Life," II, 370 

Christian Examiner and Church 
of Ireland Magazine ( No- 
vember 1830), on Shelley, II, 
638 

Christian Observer, and Shel- 
ley's " atheos " inscription, 456 

Christian Warrior ( Carlile's ) , 
II, 585 

Christianity: Sir Timothy Shel- 
ley on, 12; Shelley and, 50, II, 
425; Shelley on, 99, 104-6, 109, 
122, 136, 142, 161, 194, 246-7, 
293, 295-6, II, 58, 114, 187, 
198, 233, 274, 332; SheUey's 
modified view of, II, 24; 
Browning on Shelley and, II, 
413 

Chronicle, Chester, 283 

rjironicle, London, reviews 
Rosalind and Helen, II, 103 


Church, the (Carlile's), II, 585 
Cicero: read by Shelley, 321; 
his tomb, II, 61,^ his villa near 
Gaeta, II, 84; Paradoxa, rec- 
ommended to Mary by Shel- 
ley, 407; Collectanea, read by 
Shelley, II, 540; Somnium 
Scipionis, read by Mary Shel- 
ley, 11,543 

Claar, Emil: Shelley, Trauer- 
spiel in filnf Aufzugen (Vi- 
enna, 1876), II, 640 
Clairmont, Mrs., marriage of, to 
William Godwin, 671 
Clairmont, Alba (later Allegra 
Clairmont, q.v. ) : expected 
birth of, 469, 474; birth of, 498; 
at Albion House, 510; an em- 
barrassment at Albion House, 
523, 539, 540; in Italy, II, 555 
Clairmont, Allegra {for earlier 
references see Clairmont, 
Alba): christened, 556; with 
Byron, II, 28-30, 56; Shelley's 
fondness for, II, 40; Shelley's 
desire to retain, II, SfJ; Mrs. 
Hoppner sends news of, II, 67; 
diflBculties with Byron about, 
II, 185, 226-7; and Byron, II, 
227; in convent at Bagnaca- 
vallo, II, 306; Hoppner ap- 
proves Byron's treatment of, 
II, 308; Shelley's suggested ar- 
rangements for, II, 317; Shel- 
ley's visit to in 1821, II, 317-18; 
death of, H, 355-6; Shelley 
sees in waking vision, II, 368; 
in "Julian and Maddalo,” II, 
559, 575; passim, II, 5, 12, 14, 
33, 56, 79, 104, 184, 207, 241, 
286, 316, 552, 574, 617, 629 
Clairmont, Charles: on Shel- 
ley's elopement with Harriet, 
151; exonerates Harriet Shel- 
ley of infidelity, 346; at Bish- 
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opsgate, 414; projected jour- 
ney to Ireland with Claire, 414; 
Shelley wishes to aid, 416-17; 
defends Shelleys character, 
417; in France, 458, 474; seeks 
help of Shelley, 458; and 
Fanny Imlays suicide, 473; 
desire to marry, 498; depend- 
ence on Shelley, 541; reads 
Calderdn with Shelley, II, 100; 
at Villa Valsovano, II, 100; 
love affair of, II, 100, 154; ef- 
forts to buy distillery in Ire- 
land, II, 503, 506-7; letter of, 
to Francis Place about Shel- 
ley, quoted, II, 503-7; passim, 
366, 378, 384, 386, 393, 402, 
404, 405, 429, 644, 698, II, 108, 
110, 350, 384, 466, 573 
Clairmont, Claire {see also 
Clairmont, Jane ) : 
Chronological: 
domestic problem in the 
Shelleys’ household, 384-5, 
395, 403; illness of, 387, 
690, II, 36, 67, 73, 75, 81, 
307, 310, 312; has an attack 
of horrors, 388; seeks posi- 
tion (March 1815), 403, 
694; leaves Shelley’s house- 
hold, 404; at Lynmouth, 
413, 695; visit to Ireland, 
414; begins writing ghost 
story, 444; in Bath, 462, 
. 466, 469; on Fanny Imlay’s 
suicide, 473; begins study- 
ing Italian, 553; on the Ca- 
thedral of Milan, II, 7-8; 
in Milan, II, 9; journey to 
Florence, II, 31; in Venice, 
II, 33, 34; and Clara Shel- 
ley’s death, II, 47; and 
“Julian and Maddalo,” II, 
48, 49, 50, 54, 560-2; at 
Mount Vesuvius, II, 63, 64; 


Clairmont, Claire (continued) 
and Elena Adelaide Shel- 
ley, II, 72, 73-8; in Epipsy- 
chidion, II, 73, 74, 256, 
266-7, 608; portrait of, by 
Amelia Curran, II, 91, 572; 
letter of, to Mrs. Gisborne, 
quoted, II, 93; at Villa Val- 
sovano, II, 97; on Mrs. Ma- 
son, II, 109; and Mrs. Ma- 
son, II, 110, 180; poor health 
and spirits of, II, 185; re- 
moves to Leghorn, II, 214; 
removes to Florence, II, 
227; discontent of, in Flor- 
ence, II, 237-8; returns to 
Pisa, II, 239; on Professor 
Pacchiani, II, 243; early as- 
sociation of, with Emilia 
Viviaoi, II, 249; life in Flor- 
ence, II, 285-6; visits in 
Pisa and Leghorn, II, 297-8; 
with Williamses in Pisa, II, 
327;* arrival at Casa Magni, 
II, 367, 629-30; and Trelaw- 
ny, II, 388; later life of, 
II, 384^, 635; tutors Emilia 
Viviani, II, 467; Emilia 
Viviani’s affection for, II, 
467, 468, 471, 472, 473, 474, 
475, 476, 479; objects to 
publication of “Julian and 
Maddalo,’: II, 56^ 574, 575; 
lack of evidence on Hopp- 
ner scandal hi journal of, II, 
569; and Henry Reveley, 
II, 610; and Elise Foggi, II, 
622 

and Allegra Clairmont: 
Claire’s expected child, 
460; uneasiness about 
Allegra, II, 28, 29; deter- 
mination to visit Allegra, 
II, 29; wild fears awJ 
schemes for Allegra, II, 
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Clairmont, Claire (continued) 
^286, 349-50; learns of 
Allegra’s death, II, 355; 
bitterness on Allegra’s 
death, II, 355-6 
and Lord Byron: 

begins liaison with Lord 
Byron, 434-6, 709; copies 
Byron s poems, 457, 459; 
her aflEair with Byron, 
459-60, II, 74, 592; Byron 
on his liaison with, 715- 
16; Byron’s promise to, 
about their child, 716; dis- 
tress over Byron’^ treat- 
ment, II, 9-10; accepts 
Byron’s terms for Allegra, 
II, 11; sends Allegra to 
Byron, II, 12; protests to 
Byron about Allegra, II, 
185; contest with Byron 
over Allegra, II, 226-7; 
Mr. Hoppner approves 
Byron’s treatment of, II, 
308; last sight of Lord By- 
ron, II, 333; advised by 
Shelley on Byron and Al- 
legra, II, 349 
and Shelley: 

on Shelley’s fear of assas- 
sination, 384; accompa- 
nies Shelley to Sussex, 
394; Sheltey assumes re- 
sponsibility for, 403; Shel- 
ley undtertakes to "form 
mind” of, 406-7; studies 
under Shelley, 407; Shel- 
ley’s opinion of, 435; 
Shelley writes of, to By- 
ron, 474; Shelley informs 
of his marriage to Mary, 
488; her singing and Shel- 
ley's pobtry, 507-8; Shel- 
ley's play with, 512; stim- 
ulated by Shelley, 527; 


Clairmont, Claire (continued) 
financial dependence on 
Shelley, 541; attitude 
toward Shelley, 694; Shel- 
ley’s* poems to, 731-32; 
Shelley intercedes for, 
with Byron, quoted, II, 
10-11; rides with Shelley 
at Bagni di Lucca, II, 21; 
relations with Shelley, II, 
73-5, 238-9, 266-7, 307, 


561-2; and Shelley’s Peti- 
tion to the Grand Duchess 
concerning Emiha Vivi- 
ani, II, 251; rebuked by 
Shelley for kidnapping 
scheme, II, 349-50; to 
Hunt on Shelley’s and 
Williams’s death, II, 380; 
on Shelley’s super-human 
qualities, II, 400; on 
Shelley, II, 602 
and Mary Shelley: 

539, II, 312; friction with 
Mary Shelley, 384, II, 
184-5; Mary Shelley on, 
478, II, 312; relations with 
Mary Shelley, II, 75, 
238, 298, 307; on Mary 
Shelley, II, 182, 184, 623; 
Mrs. Godwin on, II, 
200 


Writings of: 

" Don Juan,” lost, unpub- 
lished MS., II, 215, 241 
Journals MSS., 670, 684, 
687, 688, 689, 695, II, 551, 
552, 571, 572, 577, 

586, 588, 589, 595, 602 
(quoted), 603, 604, 606, 
609, 611, 613, 615, 618, 
619, 622, 629, 635; account 
of, 681; her journal August 
14^22, 1814, Pforzheimer 
variant of, 670-1; MS. 
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Clairmont, Claire (continued) Mary’s meeting at Charter- 

journal, quoted ( three house, 345; accompanies Mary 

lines dr more) (August on elopement to France, 346; 

27, 1814 ) 358; (August refuses to return with Mrs. 

28, September 4-5, 1814) Godwin, 348; on the tour 

359-60; (September 15- through France, quoted, 355- 

25, 1814 ) 365-7; (No- 6; her high spirits in discom- 

vember 7, 1814 ) 385-6; fort, 355-6; her attacks of hor- 

discontinued (November rots, 359, 373, 374; her enjoy- 
9, 1815-January 1, 1818), ment of Rhine scenery, 360; 
689; (April 9, 1818) II, 8; her reading and writing, 362; 
(March 12, 25, 1819) II, as Shelley’s pupil, 362; Shelley 

87; (March 28, 1819) II, not in love with, 362; her opin- 

88; ( April 12-18, 1819 ) II, ion of Harriet Shelley, 365; be- 

89-90; gap in (June 2-10, gins study of Greek, 367; on 

1819) , II, 92; (May 5, Mrs. Boinville’s letter, 371; 

1820) II, 177; (June 1820) Godwin urges to leave Shel- 

II, 184; (July 16, 1820) II, ley, 377; captiousness of, 379- 

221; (November 8, 1820 ) 80; in Shelley’s will, 467; and 

602; (November 23-De- elopement plans of Shelley 

cember 12, 1820) II, 239- and Mary, 673-4; ^changes 

41; (July 23, 1821) II, name to Claire, 689; passim, 

613; gaps in (1821), II, 342, 343, 344, 353, 369, 372, 

629; deleted passages in, 376, 378, 379, 380, 381, 596, 

694, II, 570; (September 644, 673, 678, 687, 708, 709 

<20, 1822 ) II, 384 Clairmont, Paola, niece of Claire 

Letters of, quoted (three Clairmont, 670 
lines or more), 413, 435, Clarendon, Earl of, Shelley reads 
471, II, 93, 183, 380, 622 aloud from, II, 163, 171 
“ Letters from Italy,” lost, “ Clarens Sweet Clarens,” 445 
unpublished MS., II, 188, Claris, John Chalk, see Brooke, 
207 Arthur 

lost novel of, 736 Clark, A.: The Colleges of Ox- 

papers of, lost, II, 622 ford (London, 1891), 584 

, passim, 400, 401, 408, 440, Clark, D. L.: “The Date and 
451, 466, 499, 505, 539, Source of Shelley’s A Vindica- 

689, 690, 698, 700, 705, tion of Natural Diet,” Studies 

715-16, 718-19, 720, II, 4, in Philology, (January 1939), 
13, 18, 33, 38, 174, 175, 654, 657 

306, 452, 552, 555, 570, Clark, William: his piracy of 

616 Queen Mab, II, 304, 405, 585; 

Clairmont, Jane {see also Clair- prosecution of, for Queen 
mont, Claire) : on Shelley and Mab, II, 305 
Cornelia Turner, 329; and Clarke, Charles Cowden: oq 
Shelley, 336; and Shelle/s and Shelley’s boyish high spirits, 
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511; on Shelleys health at 
Marlow, 520; passim, 479, 501, 
518,^731, II, 212 
Clarke, Charles and Mary Cow- 
den: opinions of Shelley, 503; 
Recollections of Writers 
(London, 1878, 1879), 728, 
729, 730, 733, 734, 736, 748, 

II, 595 

Clarke, Mary Cowden, on Mary 
Shelley, 506; and see Novello, 
Mary 

Clarke, R., friend of John Hogg: 
and expulsion of Shelley and 
Hogg, 116, 126; passim, 127, 
129, 602 

Cleveland, General John Wheel- 
er, II, 283 
Cleves, 358, 359 
Clifford, Councillor, argues with 
Shelley at Oxford, 111 
Clifton: Mary Godwin in, 408; 
and the alleged Hancock por- 
trait of Shelley, II, 527 
Clint, George: his portrait of 
Shelley, H, 519, 521, 524, 530 
Cluses, 452 

Clutton-Brock, A., H, 412; Eton 
(London, 1900), 567 
Cobbe, Frances Power: Life of, 
by Herself (Boston, New 
York, 1894), II, 624 
Cobbett, William: his Political 
Register read ty Shelley, H, 

25, 104; pas,pm, 514, 515, II, 

68, 105 

Cobby s Brighthelmstone Di- 
rectory (1800), 575 
Coblenz, 358 
Cochrane, Lord, 334, 515 
Cockbum, General Sir George, 

II, 383 

" Cockney Sch<jol of Poetry,” II, 
158; Shelley on, II, 234 
C^bum, Henry, rejects favour- 
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able review of Prometheus 
Unbound, II, 301 
[Coleridge, Derwent?]: D. C.: 
‘‘ On the Poetic Character of 
Percy Bysshe Shelley, and on 
the Probable Tendency of His 
Works,” Metropolitan Quar- 
terly Magazine 1826), II, 638 
Coleridge, E. H., 620 
Coleridge, John Taylor: his at- 
tack on Shelley in Quarterly 
Review (January 1818), 37, 
571, H, 27; reviews Laon and 
Cythna, Quarterly Review 
(April 1819), II, 155 
Coleridge, S. T.: on Shelley, 186, 
620, 702, II, 200, 209; Maria 
Gisborne's impression of, II, 
593; passim, 278, 458, 620, 747, 
II, 242 

“ The Ancient Mariner,” 
read by Shelley, 365; Shel- 
ley recites, 509 
Biographia Literaria, read 
by Shelley, II, 544 
" Christabel ”: cited by By- 
ron, 443; read by Kelley, 
II, 542 

" Hymn before Sunrise,” 455 
Lay Sermons, read by Shel- 
ley, II, 542, 543 
Poems, ordered by Shelley, 
638; read by Shelley, II, 
541 

Sibylline Leaves, Shelley or- 
ders, 524 

and Robert Southey: The 
DeviVs Thoughts, imi- 
tated by Shelley, 640 
Coleridge, Mrs. S. T., 184 
Coleridge, Hon. Stephen: 
Memories (London, New 
York, 1913), 572 
Collins, William, 4 
Cologne, 358, 359 
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Colosseum, the, II, 60, 85, 90 
Commercia Chronicle, London, 
reviews Rosalind and Helen, 
II, 103 

Como, Lake of: episode with pis- 
tol at, II, 8-9; Shelleys visit, II, 
613 

Concord, Temple of, Rome, II, 
60, 85, 86 

Condorcet, Jean Antoine, 277; 
Shelley s reading in, 52; influ- 
ence of, in St. Irvyne, 52; 
Shelley on, 213; Shelley or- 
ders, 638; Life of Voltaire, 
read by Shelley, II, 188 
Confucius, Shelley orders trans- 
lation of, 638 

Conservatory of St. Anna, infor- 
mation about, II, 604 
Conspiration de Rienzi, read by 
Shelley, II, 541, 542 
Constable, Thomas: Memoir of 
Rev. Charles Chastel de Boin- 
ville (London, 1880), 686 
Constantia, name assumed by 
Claire Clairmont, II, 570 
Constantine, Arch of, II, 60, 85 
Contemporary Review, II, 402 
Conway, Frederick William, on 
John Lawless, 223 
Cook, Rev. W., II, 383 
Cooke’s Hotel, London: Shelley s 
residence at, 289; Shelley s re- 
moval from, 296, 298, 300, 
654 

Cooperative Magazine and 
Monthly Herald, II, 406 
Copleston, Rev. Edward: his de- 
" fence of Oxford, 74, 75; takes 
action on 'Necessity of Athe- 
ism, 113-14; Reply to the 
Calumnies of the Edinburgh 
Review against Oxford (Lon- 
don, 1810), 585, 598; A Second 
Reply . . . (Oxford, 1811), 


585; A Third Reply ... (Ox- 
ford, 1811), 585 
Coppet, 459 f 

Cornhill Magazine (May 1890) 
617 

“ Cornwall, Barry ”: Shelley on, 
II, 234; Shelley and Peacock 
on, II, 271; and see Procter, 
B. W. 

Cossacks, Shelley sees effects of 
savagery of, 354 
Cottin, Mme [Sylvia de]: Claire 
dAlbe (Paris, London, 1808, 
2 vols. ), translated by Harriet 
Shelley, 158 

Coulsoh, Walter: Shelley’s ac- 
quaintance with, 501; calls on 
Shelleys m London, 544; pas- 
sim, 503, 728, 731, II, 103 
Country IMerary Chronicle and 
Weekly Review, on ^Shelley’s 
death, II, 391 

C our ant, Chester (October 20, 
1812), .644 

Courier, London, 575; (January 
6, 1822) 716; on Shelley’s 
death, II, 391 

Courten, Maria L. G. de: Shel- 
ley e ITtalia (Milan, 1923), II, 
639 

Coutts, Messrs., II, 584 
Covent Garden Theatre, 575, II, 
101 

Cowley, Abrafcam: Works, Shel- 
ley orders, 63^ 

Crane, Mrs. R. Murray, II, 526 
Creasy, E. S.: Memoirs of Em- 
inent Etonians ( London, 
1850, 1876), 567 
Crewe, Lord: Among My Books 
(London, 1898), 714 
Crisis, Owenite journal, II, 407 
Critical Review: review of Zas- 
trozzi (November 1810), 56- 
SI, 578, 579; SheUey’s revieW 
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of Hogg’s novel in ( December 
1814), 691 

Croce ili Malta, Shelley s inn at 
Leghorn, II, 552 
Crofts, Margaret L.: on Tany- 
rallt assault, 282; Strange 
Adventure of Shelley’s and Its 
Belated Explanation,” Cen- 
tury Magazine (October 
1905), 642, 649, 650 
Croker, John Wilson, 465 
Croly, Rev. George, II, 411 
Cromwell, life of, read by Shel- 
ley, II, 542 

Cromwell, T. K.: Excursions in 
the County of Sussex (Lon- 
don, 1822), 561 
Cross Keys Inn, 380 . 
Crosthwaite, Daniel, Shelley’s 
landlord at Keswick, 171 
Cumber^nnd Pacquet (January 
28, 1812), 622 

Gumming, William, Shelley’s 
Edinburgh landlord, J57 
Curran, Amelia: friendship of, 
with Shelleys, II, 90-91; paints 
portraits of Shelley, William, 
and Claire, II, 91; her oil 
painting of Shelley, II, 518, 
519, 521, 527, 528, 529, 530; 
portraits of William Shelley 
and Claire Clairmont by, II, 
572; passim, 20^, 628, 651, II, 
92, 94, 97, 101, 162, 179, 214, 
215, 298, 573. 

Curran, John Philpot: Shelley’s 
indebtedness to, 206; Shelley’s 
disillusion in, 221-2; his de- 
fence of Finnerty, quoted, 
628-9; Speeches of the Rt. 
Hon. John Philpot Curran 
(Dublin, 2nd ed., 1808), 629; 
passim, 186, ?25, 515 
Cwm Elan: Shelley’s visit to, 
i45-8; Shelley’s discontent at, 


147; Shelleys’ stay at, 231; 
Shelleys leave Nantgwillt for, 
235; maid at, on' Shelley, 236; 
passim, 144, 229, 236, 582, 606, 
641 
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Dacre, Charlotte: Zofloya, or the 
Moor, 51, 566 

Daily Graphic, London (April 
30, 1907 ) , description of Shel- 
ley’s cottage at Lynmouth in, 
636 

Daily Mail, London (August 20, 
1925), II, 625 

Daily Telegraph, hondon: (May 
21, 1907) description of Shel- 
ley’s cottage at Lynmouth in, 
636; (May 8, 1886) II, 581 

Dalby, J. W.: poem on Shelley 
in the Literary Chronicle 
(June 9, 1821), II, 305; poems 
on Shelley’s death by, II, 356, 
392, 393, 636; quoted, II, 615 

Dalloway, Rev. Edward, 109 

Dalton, Mr., II, 171 

Daly, piratical publisher of Shel- 
ley, II, 397 

Dancer, the Misses, 162 

Danielli, suitor to Emilia Viviani, 
II, 319 

Dante: read by Shelley, II, 97; 
Shelley on, II, 234; in Shelley’s 
ideal library, II, 234; and Shel- 
ley’s imagery in Prometheus 
Unbound, II, 579-80; passim, 
II, 337, 630 

Divine Comedy, Shelley reads 
( aloud to Medwin ) , II, 233, 
269 

Inferno, 702; read aloud by 
Shelley and Mary, II, 66 
Paradiso: read by Shelley, II, 
12; and Prometheus I7n- 
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bound, II, 129; passim, II, 
578, 579 

Purgatorio* Shelley translates 
from, II, 233 

Vita Nuova, II, . 269; read 
aloud by Shelley, II, 606 
Dare, Gideon, Shelley’s landlord 
at Keswick, 176, 183, 193 
Darwin, Erasmus : read by Shel- 
ley, 147, 277; Loves of the 
Plants, 195; Temple of Nature, 
The, 638; Zodnomia, 638; pas- 
Sim, 277, II, 579 
Davenport, William H.: ‘‘Foot- 
note for a Political Letter of 
Shelley,” in Notes and Que- 
ries (April 8, 1939), 734 
Davies, Mr. and Mrs., II, 89 
Davies, Scrope: visits Byron at 
Geneva, 461; passim, 456, 465, 
714, 715 

Davis, Henry George: Memo- 
rials of [the Hamlet of] 
Knightsbridge, 722 
Davis, John: Travels in America 
[Trc^vels of Four Years and a 
Half in the United States of 
America], read by Shelley, II, 
543 

Davison, Gaptain, 348 
Davy, Sir Humphry: and Pro- 
metheus Unbound, II, 129; 
Elements of Chemical Philoso- 
phy, 637 

Dajve, money-lender, 475 
Dawkins, W., English minister 
at Florence, II, 381 
Defoe, Daniel: Journal of the 
Plague Year, read by Shelley, 
II, 543 

Deist, the (Garlile’s), II, 585 
Dejean s H6tel d’Angleterre, 711 
Deleserts reading-rooms, Flor- 
ence, Shelley at, II, 155 
Delicati, Signor, II, 89, 90 


De Quincey, Thomas: on Ox- 
ford, 72; on Shelley, 186; and 
Shelley, II, ^ 158; sees p^n-and- 
ink sketch of Shelley, II, 519; 
essay on Shelley, Collected 
Writings, XI (London, 1897), 
615 

Desse, Mr. Westbrooks attor- 
ney, 417, 484 
Dettingen, 358, 359 
De Young, Mr.: and Shelley’s 
fatal departure from Leghorn, 
II, 632 

Dicaearchia, II, 63 
Diderot, Denis, 277; Les CEuvres 
de, Shelley orders, 638 
Dijon, 438, 461, II, 3 
Dillon, Lord, II, 155 
Diodorus Siculus : Shelley orders 
works of, 638; passim, II, 598 
Diogenes Laertius, readJby Shel- 
ley, II, 540 

Dionigi, Marianna Candida: her 
conversazioni at Rome, II, 88, 
89, 90, 91, 572; Shelley recom- 
mends Sophia Stacey to, II, 
175 

Disraeli, Benjamin: Venetia, 
Shelley in, II, 397, 616 
Dix, J.: Pen and Ink Sketches, 
etc. (London, 1846), 729, 
734 

Dobell, Bertra/n: his edition of 
Shelley’s The Wandering Jew, 
580; and Shelley’s eulogist in 
the Theological Inquirer, 696 
Dodson, Christopher, 588 
D61e, 438 

Domenichino, II, 86 
Don Juan, the, Shelley’s boat: 
delay in delivery of, II, 365; 
received by Shelley and Wil- 
liams, II, 365; delight of Shel- 
ley and Williams in, II, 365i^ 
Byron’s oflSciousness in nam- 
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ing, II, 366; disappearance of, 
II, 377; cost of, II, 628; its later 
history, II, 633^ passim, II, 
376, 634 

Dorchester, Lady, papers of, 709, 
II, 616 

Dorian, Mme Tola, her transla- 
tion of The Cenci and Hellas 
into French, II, 640 

Dostalava, Mme, acts part of 
Beatrice Cenci, II, 575 

Douai, II, 3 

Double Marriage, The, read 
aloud by Shelley, II, 215 

Dowden, Edward: on .Esdaile 
MSS., 279; on Tanyrallt as- 
sault, 281; his alleged manipu- 
lation of evidence, 667~8; his 
treatment of Mrs. Godwin’s 
letters to Lady Motmtcashell, 
673, B74; limitations of, II, 
417; and the text of Emilia 
Viviani’s letters, II, 466, 467, 
468, 470, 471, 474, 476, 477, 
478, 479, 480, 481, 482, 483, 
484, 485; Life of Shelley ( Lon- 
don, 1886, 2 vols.), cited too 
often to specify; ed.: Corre- 
spondence of Southey with 
Caroline Bowles ( London, 
1881 ), II, 592; Transcripts and 
Studies (London, 1888), II, 
582; passim, 19; 43, 50, 59, 236, 
' 244, 250, 570, 573, 589, 599, 
609, 610, 625^, 667, 680, II, 387, 
412, 489, 538 

Doyle, Sir F. H. : Reminiscences 
and Opinions (London, 1886), 
II, 638 

dragon, of St. Leonard s Wood, 
25 

Drake, Henry, town clerk of 
Barnstaple, *his investigation 
J^f Shelley, 250 

Drama, or Theatrical Pocket 


Magazine, on Shelley’s death, 
II, 391 

Droop, A.: Die Belesenheit 
Percy Bysshe Shelleys, Inaug. 
Diss., Jelia (Weimar, 1906), 
592 

Drummond, Sir William, 648, II, 
167; calls on Shelley, II, 89 
Academical Questions, 309; 

admired by Shelley, II, 89 
Essay on a Punic Inscription, 
Shelley orders, 638 
Drury, Ben, as Shelley’s teacher 
at Eton, 50 

Drury Lane Theatre, Shelley 
and Mary attend, 374 
Druskovitz, Helene, H, 640 
Dublin, 621; in 1812, 203-4; 

Shelley’s departure from, 633 
Dublin Literary Gazette and 
National Magazine (August 
1830), on Shelley, II, ^8 
Dublin Magazine (November 
1820), article on Shelley, II, 
302 

Du Bois, Coert, American Con- 
sul-General at Naples, II, 546 
Du Cane, Mr., trustee of Shelley 
estate, 395 

Dumbreck, John, Edinburgh 
coaeh-maker, impounds Shel- 
ley’s carriage, 321 
Dumbreck, William, Edinburgh 
innkeeper, guarantees Shel- 
ley’s debt, 321-2 * 

Dunn, Mr., Shelley family ac- 
quaintance, lends Shelley 
money, 154, 610 

Dunn, Mrs. N. P., and West’s 
supposed portrait of Shelley, 
II, 531, 538 

E 

East India Company, Peacock’s 
employment at, II, 67, 327, 347 
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Eaton, Daniel Isaac, trial of 
(1812), 235-6, 639; Trial Of 
(London, *1812), 634, 636, 
^9; passim, 239, 245, 279, II, 
427 

Echelles, Shelley describes 
mountain scenery of, II, 5 

Echemine, 353, 354, 355 

Eclectic Review, London: 
(April, May 1807) reviews 
George Ensor, 626; (April 
1816) lists 703; (Octo- 

ber 1816) review of Alastor, 
422-3, 703 

Edgeworth, Maria: Castle Rack- 
rent, read by Shelley, II, 542; 
Harrington and Ormond, 524 

Edgeworth, Richard L.: Profes- 
sional Education, 585 

Edinburgh: in 1811, 156; Shel- 
ley’s second visit to, 320-1; 
Shelley leaves for London, 
322; Shelley attends dance in, 
611 

Edinburgh Annual Register, 
207; quoted by Shelley, 193; 
for 1809, “ State of University 
of Oxford,” 587 

Edinburgh Literary Gazette, 
compares Shelley to Professor 
Wilson, II, 411 

Edinburgh Literary Journal, II, 
404; (June 20, 27, July 4, 
1829) publishes Shelleys The 
Wandering Jew, 580; Shelley 
items in (1828-30), II, 409 

Edinburgh Magazine, Consta- 
ble’s, received by Shelley, II, 
25 

Edinburgh Monthly Review: 
(May 1820) criticism of The 
Cenci, II, 195, 196, 591; on the 
injustice of reviewers to Shel- 
ley, II, 196 

Edinburgh Review: on Eton cur- 


riculum, 34-5, 569; (October 
1809) on Oxford, 73, 74, 76, 
569, 585; on Oxford, quoted, 
73-4; (October 1809) reviow 
of Coplestons Reply, 585; 
(April 1810) review of Edge- 
worths Professional Educa- 
tion, 585; (January 1808) re- 
view of La Place, 585; ( Octo- 
ber 1809) review of Oxford 
edition of Strabo, 585; read by 
Shelley, II, 25, 542; (June 
1836) deprecates Shelley’s 
" schoolboy popularity,” II, 
411; .(July 1824) review of 
Shelley's Posthumous Poems 
in, by Hazlitt, II, 638; passim, 
156, 207, 588 

Edwards, Rev. Mr., Shelley’s 
first sch(3olmaster, 18 
Edwards, Bryan: History of the 
West Indies, read by Shelley, 
II, 540 

Eldon, Lord, passim, 73, 75, 87, 
492, 493, 494, 496, 506, 725; 
Shelley’s case comes before, 
492; sketch of, by Hazlitt, 
quoted, 493; decides West- 
brook Chancery suit against 
Shelley, 495; his restrictions on 
Shelley’s seeing Harriet’s chil- 
dren, 497; satirized by Shelley, 
512, 513, II, m, 225; Shelley’s 
fear and hatred of, 524, II, 602; 
Byron’s indignation at, II, 34; 
Shelley on, II, 274 
Elgin Marbles, 555 
Elise, Swiss nurse of Shelley chil- 
dren, see Foggi, Elise 
Ellenborough, Lord: Shelley 
condemns, 245; passim, 639, 
11,427 

Elliott, Ebenezer,!!, 411 
Ellis, money-lender, 369 ^ 

Elphdnstone, Mountstuart: Em- 
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bossy to Caubul [An Account 
of the Kingdom of Cabul, etc. 
(LoVidon, 1815;)], read by 
Shelley, II, 544 

Elton, Charles I.: An Account of 
Shelleys Visit to France, 
Switzerland and Savoy, 1814r- 
1816 (London, 1894), 682 

Emerson, R. W., and Shelley, II, 
414 

Emmet, Robert, Harriet Shel- 
ley’s sympathy for, 262, 660, 
II, 179 

Emperor of Austria, his visit to 
Rome, II, 87 , 

Encyclopedia Italiana, art. 
“ Tommaso Sgricci,” II, 603 

England, state of: in* 1792, 15, 16; 
in 1816-17, 513-14; in 1816- 
19, II, 104-5; in 1817, Shelley 
on, 545-6; in 1818, II, 25-6; 
in 1818, Peacock on, II, 67; in 
1819, Shelley on, II, 163-8, 170 

English burial place at Rome, II, 
60 

“ English in Italy,” Westminster 
Review (October 1826), II, 
603 

Ensor, George; possible influ- 
ence of, on Shelley, 624-6; on 
poetry, 625 (quoted), II, 280; 
Defects of the English Laws 
(London, 181fi), 639; Inde- 
pendent Man ( London, 1806 ) , 
625; NaticTnal Education 
(London, 1811), 140, 141,624, 
625; National Government 
(London, 1806), 625; Princi- 
ples of Morality (London, 
1801), 625; passim, 195, 198, 
234, 243, 515 

Epicurus, 277, 638; and Queen 
Mab, 292 • 

.% 2 ulapius. Temple of, II, 87 

Esdaile, Charles Edward Jef- 


fries, of Cothelstone House, 
Shelley’s grandson, 622, 726 
Esdaile, Edward ‘Jeffries, hus- 
band of lanthe Shelley, 726 
Esdaile, Rev. William: and Shel- 
ley’s Carleton House fete 
poem, 143; and Elinor Wylie, 
672, 726 

Esdaile MSS. of Shelley, 244, 
279, 621-2 

Esopo, Professor Pacchiani’s 
protege, II, 240, 241, 245, 
481 

Este: Shelley’s home at, de- 
scribed by Mary, II, 36-7; 
passim, H, 56, 67, 562 
Etheridge, Allen, Field Place 
huntsman, 179 

Eton College: significance of, in 
Shelley’s life, 31; condition of, 
in early nineteenth century, 
31-2; life at in early nine- 
teenth century, 32-5, 569; 
Shelley’s progress at, 36; Shel- 
ley’s studies at, 36; later atti- 
tude of school toward S»helley, 
571; and the bust of Shelley, 
II, 411, 412; letters on Shelley 
at, quoted, H, 489-96; Shel- 
ley’s scientific interest and ex- 
periments at, II, 495; passim, 
567, 588, 600, 620 
Eton Miscellany, II, 410 
Eton School Lists, 571, 573 
Etoniana (London, 1865), 568 
Euripides, 638; read by Shelley, 
II, 66, 207, 541, 545; Ajax, 
Shelley reads, II, 17; Electra, 
Shelley reads, II ,17; Hippoly- 
tus, Shelley reads, II, 17; 
Medea, H, 581 

Eustace, John Chetwode: Clas- 
sical Tour through Italy ( Lon- 
don, 1813), H, 553; read by 
Shelleys, II, 21, 572 
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Evans, John, Carnarvon solici- 
tor, 256, 268 

Evening Dispatch, Edinburgh 
(July 7, 1922), on Rev. Joseph 
Robertson, 611 

Evening Post, Dublin, 209; 

(February 29, 1812), ^1 
Evening Standard, London 
(July 10, 1922), 698 
evil, Shelley s treatment of, in 
Queen Mob, and Prometheus 
Unbound, II, 126 
Examiner, London: 
on Shelley: 

(December 1, 1816) 

‘‘Young Poets,” 217, 475; 
(March 2, 29, 1817) com- 
ments on Proposal for Put^ 
ting Reform to the Vote, 
515; (January 25, February 

I, 22, March 1, 1818) Re- 
volt of Islam, quoted, 531, 
737, II, 155; (February 8, 

1818) publishes Horace 
Smith’s sonnet to Shelley, 
558, II, 302; (May 9, 

1819) reviews Rosalind and 
Helen, II, 103; (September 
26, October 3, 10, 1819) 
“ The Quarterly Review and 
The Revolt of Islam,” 735, 

II, 156-7, 584; (March 19, 

1820) The Cenci, II, 194-^5, 
591; (November 5, 1820) 

•publishes Arthur Brooke’s 
sonnet to Shelley, II, 302; 
(January 20, June 9, 1822) 
defence of Shelley in re- 
viewing Quarterly Review, 
II, 623; (June 16, 23, 1822), 
letter on Prometheus Un- 
bound, II, 579-80, 591, 623; 
(July 7, 1822) Adonais, 11, 


Examiner, London (continued) 
death in, quoted, II, 38^ 
90; (Noyember 7, '1824) 
defends Shelley against 
slander, II, 637; items on 
Shelley in ( 1824), II, 409 
on Peter Finnerty, 206; ac- 
count of Eaton’s trial in, 236; 
criticism of Prince Regent in, 
272-3; on Hunt’s conviction, 
274; Shelley reads, 513, II, 25, 
104; and Shelley’s review of 
Rhododaphne, 556; (October 
6, 1816 ) and “ Hymn to Intel- 
lectual Beauty,” 721; Shelley 
sends Masque of Anarchy to, 
II, 105, 138; review of Words- 
worth’s Peter Bell in, II, 168; 
Shelley disavows piracy of 
Queen Mob in, II, 304; pas- 
sim, (January 13, 1832) 716; 
(March 22, 1812) 647; II, 284, 
299, 391, 582 

Ezekiel: his vision of the wheel 
and Prometheus Unbound, II, 
129, 580; read aloud by Shel- 
ley, II, 188 


F 

“ F,” Shelley’s eulogist in Theo- 
logical Inquirer {see also 
Fare, R. C,)n 696-7; first re- 
viewer of Queen Mab, 410; 
“ Elegy on the^Death of Shel- 
ley,” II, 392 

Faber, Rev. George Stanley, 
baited by Shelley and Hogg, 
126-7, 133; Shelley’s letters to, 
140 

Faenza, II, 58 

Falcieri, Battista, Byron’s gon- 
dolier at Venice, II, 616 

Fanelli, the two, II, 89, 90 ^ 

Fantasmagoriana, etc., 443 


356, 614, 623; (August 4, 
1822) notice of Shelley’s 

xxyi 
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Fare, R. C., Shelley s eulogist in 
Theological Inquirer (see also 
“ F.'^),696, 697, 
feluccas, Livornese, and Shel- 
ley's drowning, II, 377 
Fen Place, 7; acquired by Bysshe 
Shelley, 9; Bysshe Shelley of, 
562 

Fenning, Misses, Shelley visits 
their school, 120 
Fenwick, Mr., his opinion of 
Shelley (1820), II, 200 
Ferdinand, King, II, 66, 221 
Ferguson, General Sir Ronald 
Crawford, 515, 696 , 

Feme House, estate of Thomas 
Grove, 582 

Ferrara, Shelley's account of, II, 
57, 565 

Field, Miss, companion or tutor 
in “Mason” home, II, 207, 
214, 240,246 

Field, Mrs., former schoolmate 
of Harriet Westbrook, 149, 608 
Field Place: description of, 5, 
6; acquired by Bysshe Shel- 
ley, 9; residence of Timothy 
Shelley, 10; library at, 24; Shel- 
ley s vacations at, from Syon 
House and Eton, 25, 39, 41; 
Shelley learns shooting at, 42; 
Shelley's vacation at, from Ox- 
ford, 54; in 1840, 75; Shelley's 
return to, after expulsion, 138; 
Shelley's bdredom at, 140, 
143-4; Shelley's wild conduct 
at (1811), 166; Shelley's last 
visit to, 333, 669; Shelley re- 
fused admittance to (1815), 
394; passim, 46, 67, 68, 135, 
153, 179, 610 

Finch, Rev. Colonel “Calicot,” 
II, 177-8, 258, 589 
IKngal, Lord, 215, 216 
Finlay, George, II, 624 


Finnerty, Peter: Shelley's inter- 
est in, 107-8, 198, 206; Shel- 
ley's financial afd to, 219, 225, 
597; Curran's defence of, 
quoted, * 628-9; passim, 592, 
II, 166,427 

Finnis, money-lender, 369 
Fiorenzano, Pasquale, witness 
to death certificate of Elena 
Adelaide Shelley, II, 550 
Fireside Magazine or Monthly 
Entertainer, Stamford (May 

I, 1819), H, 583 

Firkins, O. W., II, 131; Power 
and Elusiveness in Shelley 
(Minneapolis, 1937), and 
Shelley's imagery, II, 580 
Fishamble Street Theatre, Dub- 
lin, Irish meeting at, 206, 
215-16 

Fisher, Dr. Otakar, his transla- 
tion of The Cenci staged at 
Prague, II, 575 

“ Fitz-Victor, John,” Shelley’s 
pseudonym in Posthumous 
Fragments, 93 • 

Fleay, F. G.: “The Story of 
Shelley's Life in his Epipsy- 
chidion,** Poet Lore ( 18M), II, 
608 

Fletcher, John: The Two Noble 
Kinsmen, Shelley reads, II, 32 
Florence: journey of Shelley and 
Claire to, II, 31; Shelley's de- 
scription of, II, 31-2; Shelleys 
remove to, II, 108-9, 154; Shel- 
ley's poor health in, II, 170-1; 
social life of Shelley in, II, 
171; Shelley leaves, II, 175; 
Shelley accompanies Gis- 
bornes to, II, 305; Shelley's 
proposed second residence at, 

II, 310, 317; Claire Clair- 
mont's residence at, II, 312; 
Shelley's interest in art gal- 
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leries of, II, 582-3; and Shel- 
ley s alleged “ post oflBce ” 
adventure, II, 589 
Florimonte, Francesco, witness 
to Elena Adelaide Shelleys 
birth record, II, 71, 547 
Fogg Art Museum, 582 
Foggi, Elise: nurses William 
Shelley at Geneva, 452; ac- 
companies Shelleys from Ge- 
neva to England, 462; takes 
Allegra to Byron, II, 12; and 
Allegra, II, 29; discharged by 
Shelleys, II, 67, 311, 567, 568; 
calls on Shelleys, II, 171; and 
Hoppner scandal, II, 73, 76-8, 
314, 569-70, 576; and Paolo, 
their actual knowledge of 
Elena Shelley, II, 79, 81; her 
relation of Hoppner scandal, 
quoted, II, 306-7; Byron dis- 
trusts, II, 308; Shelley consid- 
ers prosecution of, II, 309; 
Mary Shelley on, II, 310, 311, 
313, 314; meetings of Claire 
Clairmont with, II, 349; her 
denial of her story to Mrs. 
Hoppner, II, 349, 570, 622; 
passim, II, 5, 14, 74, 75, 76, 203. 
See also Hoppner scandal 
Foggi, Paolo: engaged by Shel- 
leys, II, 18; usefulness of, II, 
29, 32, 56, 64; discharged by 
Shelleys, II, 67, 311, 567, 568; 
attempt to blackmail Shelley, 
II, 76-7, 201-3, 215, 311, 590; 
recommended by Shelleys, II, 
171; and Epipsychidion, II, 
265; passim, II, M 
Foggi, Signor, friend of the Gis- 
bomes, II, 240, 241, 246, 603 
Foligna, II, 58 

Fontainebleau, Shelley's visit to, 
462 

FowK^erri: Ricciardetto, II, 


596, 597, 598, 599; read by 
Shelley, II, 207 (aloud), II, 
545; and “,The Witch ^of At- 
las,” II, 219-21 

Ford, Onslow, his recumbent 
statue of Shelley at University 
College, II, 384, 412, 522 
Forman, Alfred, II, 523, 581 
Forman, Mrs. Alfred, see Mur- 
ray, Alma 

Forman, Harry Buxton: and the 
portraits and sculptures of 
Shelley, II, 521, 522-3, 525, 
538; passim, 574, H, 412, 583, 
606; ed.: Letters of E. J, Tre- 
lawny (London, New York, 

1910) , 677, II, 604; Shelley 
Library (London, 1886), 592, 

597, 703, 732, II, 600, 614; ed.: 
Shelley Notebooks (St. Louis, 
Boston, 1911), II, 523, 563, 
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Fido, read by Shelley, II, 541 
Guebhard & Co., Shelley s bank- 
ers in Leghorn, II, 632 
Guercino [Giovanni Barbieri], 
Shelleyt describes painting by, 
II, 57-8 

Guicciardini, Francesco, in Shel- 
ley’s ideal library, II, 234 
Guiccioli, Countess: Byron’s li- 
aison with, II, 185; flees Ra- 
venna to Florence, II, 306; and 
Shelley, II, 316; in Pisa, II, 
333; Shelley and Mary on, II, 
334; and th^ Masi affray at 
Pisa, II, 352, 353 
Guido Reni: his Rape of Proser- 
pine admired by Shelley, II, 
57; Shelley sees paintings of, 
in Rome, II, 86; Shelley sees 
his supposed portrait of Bea- 
trice Cenci, II, 91; and Shel- 
ley’s “ Song of Proserpine,” II, 
565, 601 

Guignes, 353, 354^ 355 
Guildford, Lord: calls on 4ibe 
Shelleys in Rome, II, 88; and 


Grove, Thomas, Shelley’s uncle, 
owner of Cwm Elan, 145, 582 
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the expected ecclesiastical 
burning at Lucca, II, 339 
Gunn,'* James, dealer, sells por- 
trait of Shelley, II, 525 

H 

Half-Moon Street, Shelleys 
lodgings in, 309, 654 
Halliday, Walter: on Shelley at 
Eton, 42, 43, 44-5, 47, 50; Shel- 
ley’s acquaintance with, at 
Oxford, 77, 82; Shelley s fare- 
well call on, 117, 567 
Halsburys Statutes of England 
( London, 1929 ) , on adoption, 
II, 571 

Hamilton, Lady, life of, read by 
Shelley, II, 541 • 

Hamilton, S., printer of Alastor, 
421; Shelley’s debt*to, II, 184 
Hammv Wilhelm: Shelley, eine 
biographische Novelle (Leip- 
zig, 1858), II, 640 
Hammer, Joseph 7/on: Ge- 
schichte der Assassinen, 682 
Hampden Clubs, and political 
unrest in England, 513, 514, 
515, 516 

Hampstead, Leigh Hunt’s home 
at, described, 478-9 
Hancock, Robert: crayon por- 
traits by, II, 526; portrait of 
Shelley ascribed to, II, 525-6 
Harding, Mr. and Mrs., II, 171 
Hardy, Thorftas, the radical, 
Mrs. Mason’s anecdote of, II, 
179 

Harleian Miscellany, Vol. II, 566 
Harper, C. G. : Great North Road 
( London, 1901 ) , 608 
Harper, H. H.: Letters of Mary 
Shelley (Boston, 1918), 693, 
727, 730, 731, II, 551, 553, 556, 
, ^568, 571, 572, 576, 582, 584, 
601, 602, 603, 604, 606 


Hartley, David: Essay on Man, 

637 

Harvard Library, H, 459, 636 
Havens, Raymond D.: on “Ju- 
lian and Maddalo,” II, 558-9; 

Julian and Maddalo 
{Studies in Philology, Octo- 
ber 1930), II, 558; “^Rosalind 
and Helen ’ ” {Journal of Eng- 
lish and Germanic Philology, 
April 1931), 739; “Shelley’s 
‘Alastor’” {P.M.L.A., De- 
cember 1930), 702; “ Shelley’s 
‘Alastor’ Again” {P.M.LA,, 
March 1931), 702 
Hawtrey, Dr. Edward Craven, 
headmaster at Eton: on bully- 
ing and fighting at Eton, 34, 
576; on Shelley at Eton, 37; on 
Dr. Goodall, 51; as an Eton 
student, 569, 576; Hawtrey s 
Sermons and Lectures (pri- 
vately printed, 1849), 569 
Hay, Captain, and the Masi af- 
fray at Pisa, II, 351, 352, 353 
Ilaydon, B. R., 479 
Hayter, J., his sketch of Leigh 
Hunt, II, 534 

Hayward, R., Godwin’s attor- 
ney: Shelley’s financial deal- 
ings with, 430, 448, 468; letter 
of Shelley to, quoted, 462-3 
Hazlitt, William: Shelley meets, 
479; his chrracter of Lord El- 
don, quoted, 492-3; Shelley 
argues Monarchy and Repub- 
licanism with, 499; Shelley 
dines with, 501, 520; on Shel- 
ley, 503-4, 729, II, 300, 614, 
638; Hunt thinks Shelley has 
offended, 504; passim, 558, II, 
38; Spirit of the Age, II, 614; 
review of Shelley in Edin- 
burgh Review (July 1824), II, 

638 
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Headless Horseman, the, of St. 

Leonard s Wood, 25 
Healey, Daniel, see Hill, Daniel 
Hebbel, Christian Friedrich, his 
unfavourable criticism of 
Shelley, II, 640 

Heinsh, Genevan banker, his 
opinion of Shelley, II, 199 
Helvetius, Claude Adrien, and 
Shelley, 213, 277 
Helyar, William, Harriet Grove’s 
successful suitor, 67, 68, 593 
Hemans, Felicia Dorothea, and 
Shelley, 61, II, 411; see also 
Browne, Felicia Dorothea 
Herald, Boston (December 21, 
1925), prints Shelleys "‘To a 
Celandine,” 713 

Herculaneum, visited by Shel- 
ley, II, 65 

“ Hermes,” poem by, on Shelley’s 
death, II, 392 

“ Hermit of Marlow, The,” Shel- 
ley’s pseudonym in 1817, 515 
Herodotus: ordered by Shelley, 

638; rjead by Shelley, II, 21, 

215, 335 (with Mary), 541 
Herschel, Sir John Frederick 
William, Shelley’s possible in- 
debtedness to, II, 579 
Hesiod, read by Shelley, II, 541 
Hetherington, Henry: and 

Queen Mab, II, 167; and Shel- 
ley’s reputation, •'II, 407-8 
Hext^r, Mr., Master of writing at 
Eton, 33, 36, 43; Shelley’s 
home with, at Eton, II, 491, 

494; anecdote of, at Eton, II, 

496 

Hibernian Journal, Dublin 
(March 2, 1812), 631 
High Elms House, home of Shel- 
leys at Bracknell, 306, 318 
Hill (or Healey), Daniel, Shel- 
ley’s Irish servant: distributes 
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Shelley’s publications in Dub- 
lin, 209, 223; arrest and con- 
viction of, ip Barnstaple, 248, 
249, 250, 251, 641; his returr? to 
Shelley from prison, 280; and 
Tanyrallt assault, 281, 284; ac- 
companies Shelleys to Ireland 
and back, 287, 288; returned 
to Ireland by Shelleys, 297-8; 
description of, 630; passim, 
633 

Hill, Rowland, popular preacher, 
Shelley writes to, 61 
Hill, R. H.: Shelley Correspond- 
ence in the Bodleian Library 
(LoncJon, 1926), 741 
Hilton, J., at University College 
with Shellty, 588 
Hippocrates, works of, ordered 
by Shelley, 277, 638 
Hispanic Society of Amef ica, II, 
461 

Histoire de la Revolution Fran- 
gaise, read by Shelley, II, 544 
Historical Register of the Uni- 
versity [of Oxford, to the end 
of Trinity Term, 1888] (Ox- 
ford, 1888), 584 
histories, Shelley reads, 276 
History of Arianism, read by 
Shelley, II, 541 

History of the French Revolu- 
tion, anon., Shelley reads, 469 
Hitchener, Elizabeth: Shelley 
meets, 141; described by 
Hogg, 141; Shelley’s letters to, 
142, 316; her response to Shel- 
ley’s friendship, 142; and Shel- 
ley’s marriage to Harriet, 152- 
3, 164; Shelley’s feeling of af- 
finity with, quoted, 164--5; na- 
ture and importance of her 
friendship with Shelley, 199- 
202; and Ireland, 207, 208; 
Shelley’s mail to, examined 
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by Holyhead authorities, 228; 
Lord Chichester orders watch 
placted on, 229; invited to 
Nantgwillt, 229, 230; local gos- 
sip about, 231; plans to join 
Shelleys at Nantgwillt or else- 
where, 233, 236-7; invited to 
Lynmouth, 238; her impres- 
sions of Godwin, 238-9; joins 
Shelleys at Lynmouth, 239; 
Harriet Shelley’s early impres- 
sions of, 239; careless talk of, 
at Tremadoc, 258; leaves Shel- 
ley’s household, 262-3; Shel- 
ley on her departure, 264; her 
bitterness toward 'Shelley, 
264-5; Shelley’s later ridicule 
of, 265, II, 236; later attitude 
of, towards Shelley, 265; lends 
Shelley money, 274^ 646; char- 
acter > and personality, 605, 

645; and Laon and Cythna, 

627; letters of, ^645; and Epi- 
psychidion, II, 261, ^62; com- 
pared with Emilia Viviani, II, 

255, 325; The Weald of Sus- 
sex, 201; passim, 145, 147, 152, 

153, 163-4, 166, 167, 175, 178, 

179, 181, 182, 183, 185, 187, 

190, 191, 192, 193, 195, 196, 

197, 198, 199, 200-2, 210, 215, 

217, 220, 223, 224, 225, 226, 

227, 228, 234, 242, 244, 248, 

253, 260, 262, 264, 306, 328, 

344, 373, 394, 587, 606, 610, 

613, 627, 635, 700, II, 174, 255, 

426 

Hitchener, Thomas, father of 
Elizabeth Hitchener, con- 
demned by Shelley, 231-2 

Hobbes, Mr., argues with Shel- 
ley at Oxford, 109 

Hobbes, Thomas, read by Shel- 
Jey, II, 188, 545 

Hobhouse, John Cam; visits By- 
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ron at Diodati, 461; on By- 
ron’s conduct at Diodati, 715 
(quoted); his notes on Canto 
iv of Childe Harold* s Pilgrim- 
age, II, 572; passim, 456, 714, 
•11,9 

Hodgson, Thomas, contempo- 
rary of Shelley at University 
College, 588 

Hoffman, Harold L.: An Odys- 
sey of the Soul, Shelleys ** Al- 
astor** (New York, 1933), 702 
Hogan, Godwin’s creditor: his 
suit against Godwin, 428, 429; 
passim, 386, 429 
Hogg, John, father of T. J. Hogg: 
and T. J. Hogg’s expulsion, 
116, 125; Shelley’s letter to, 
after expulsion, 126; his reac- 
tion to reunion of Shelley and 
T. J. Hogg, 157; informed 
of Shelley’s elopement, 161; 
warned by Timothy Shelley 
against Shelley, 163; passim, 
127, 128 

Hogg, Mrs. John, writes to Har- 
riet Shelley, 169 
Hogg, Prudentia, daughter of T. 

J Hogg, II, 384 
Hogg, Thomas Jefferson; 
with Shelley at Oxford and in 
London: 

account of, in 1810, 77; Shel- 
ley’s first meeting with, 77- 
9; first impression of Shel- 
ley, 77-89; describes Kel- 
ley’s rooms at Oxford, 79; on 
Shelley’s scientific experi- 
ments, 80; daily life at Ox- 
ford, 81; afternoon walks 
with Shelley at Oxford, 83— 
5; on Shelley’s experiments 
with immortality, quoted, 
84-5; on Shelley’s unpopu- 
larity at Oxford, 87; and 
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Hogg, Thomas Jefferson (con- 
tinued ) 

Elizabetlf Shelley, 88, 100, 
103, 135, 136, 139, 146, 147; 
on Posthumous Fragments 
of Margaret Nicholson, 92- 
3; on Shelley’s reading at 
Oxford, 96 (quoted), 97; 
his influence on Shelley at 
Oxford, 98, 99-100; Stock- 
dales opinion of, 99; Tim- 
othy Shelley reassured 
about, 100-1; on Shelley’s 
character and opinions at 
Oxford, 107; his account of 
expulsion from Oxford, 114; 
leaves Oxford, 118; on the 
Grove family, 119; his invi- 
tation to Field Place can- 
celled, 120; Timothy Shel- 
leys desffe to separate Shel- 
ley from, 122, 125, 128, 148; 
Shelley’s refusal to abandon, 
123, 126, 128; and Shelley, 
interview with Timothy 
Shelley after expulsion, 
12^-5; on Shelley’s inter- 
view with his father, 123- 
5; leaves London, 129, 132; 
on Shelley’s drift toward 
atheism, 136; and matri- 
mony, 137; Shelley’s letters 
to, 145; Shelley’s desire for 
reunion with^ 148 
and Shelley and Harriet: 

‘"^Shelley’s letter to, on Har- 
riet Westbrook, 149; and 
Shelley’s intention to aid 
Harriet Westbrook, 152; 
and Shelley’s elopement, 
152, 154-5; joins Shelleys in 
* Edinburgh, 155, 156, 157; in 
York with Shelleys, 162; on 
Eliza Westbrook, 134, 169- 
70; his description of Eliza- 


Hogg, Thomas Jefferson (con- 
tinued ) 

beth Hitghener, 141/262-3; 
on Harriet’s reading, 158; 
his attempted seduction of 
Harriet, 170-1, 614-15; left 
by Shelley in York, 171, 181; 
his agonized correspond- 
ence with Shelley about 
Harriet, 172-4; his desire to 
rejoin Shelley and Harriet, 
172-4; renounced by Shel- 
ley for Harriet, 180-1; his 
ignorance of Shelley’s Irish 
interests, 197-8; Shelley re- 
news friendship with, 262; 
dines with Shelleys in Lon- 
don, 262; invited to Tany- 
rallt, 270; his advice on 
Queen Mah, 278; on the al- 
leged Tanyrallt assaialt, 284; 
visits Ireland, 286; arrested 
by mistake for Shelley, 297, 
318; 9 n dining with Shelley 
and Harriet, 298-9; on the 
Newtons, 302; on vegeta- 
rian diet of the Newtons, 
302-3; on the Boinville cir- 
cle, 306; on Shelley’s revo- 
lutionary ardour in 1813, 
308; on Shelley’s health in 
1813-14, 311-12; on Shel- 
ley at twenty-two, 311-17; 
on lanthe Shelley, 317; on 
Shelley and lanthe, 318; on 
Shelley’s changes of resi- 
dence, 319; on changes in 
Harriet Shelley, 323; visits 
Bracknell, 325; Shelley’s de- 
jected letters to, 327; his as- 
sociation with Shelleys in 
1813, 660 

and Shelley andMary: 
visits Skinner Street with 
Shelley, 334; describes 
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Hogg, Thomas Jefferson (con- 
tinued ) 

n^eting of ^ Shelley and 
Mary, 334-5; Shelley’s let- 
ter to, on elopement with 
Mary, 370; his coldness to- 
ward Shelley after elope- 
ment with Mary, 379; re- 
sumes intimacy with Shel- 
ley, 388; and Mary Godwin, 
388; strange love affair with 
Mary Godwin, 391-3; resi- 
dence with’ Shelley and 
Mary in March-April 1815, 
393, 692; his kindness in 
Mary’s illness, 393;’ conclu- 
sion of affair with Mary 
Godwin, 400-51; association 
with Shelley and Mary at 
Bishopsgate, 427; and Shel- 
ley’^ journey to Geneva, 
436; proposed visit of, to 
Marlow, 523> visits Peacock 
in Marlow, 524; vjisit to Al- 
bion House, 544, 553; de- 
clines Shelley’s invitation to 
Italy, II, 179; on Hunt’s de- 
parture for Italy, II, 348; 
on Shelley’s anxiety about 
debts in 1820, II, 486-7; and 
Jane Williams, II, 635 
on Shelley: 

on boyish e^cperiments with 
the supernatural, 41; on 
Shelley’s Eton friends, 43; 
on Shelley’s libraries, 243- 
4; on Shelley’s finances, 
275; on Shelley’s diet, 299; 
on Shelley’s nondescript 
friends, 301, 659; on Shel- 
ley’s popularity with young 
ladies, 307; on Shelley’s 
impulsiv^ess, 313; his real 
, attitude toward Shelley’s 
eccentricities, 314-15; on 


Hogg, Thomas Jefferson (con- 
tinued ) 

persistence »of Shelley’s 
early ideas, 315; his hint of 
Shelley’s nearness to insan- 
• ity, 316; on Shelley’s health, 
406; on Shelley, 659; ac- 
cused of making Shelley ri- 
diculous, II, 400 
G. J. Ridley on, 115, 181, II, 
209; merits and faults of, as 
biographer, 197-8, 315, 587, 
592, 594, 603, 607, 614, 615, 
658, 659-60, 660, 66L 732- 
3; general truth of his pic- 
ture of Shelley, 315; in Shel- 
ley’s will, 467; accuracy of 
his reminiscences of Shelley, 
594; and Peacock, 663-4, II, 
388, 487-8; and Leigh Hunt, 
II, 388; unpublished letter 
of, to Shelley, quoted, II, 
485-8; Maria Gisborne’s im- 
pression of, II, 593 
works: 

Leonora, 109; Shelley’s as- 
sistance with, 94^; lost 
novel falsely attributed to 
Shelley, 591 

Life of Shelley: suppression 
of, II, 388; lost third vol- 
ume of, II, 388; resent- 
ment caused by, II, 
388; Leigh Hunt’s resent- 
ment of, II, 388; cita- 
tions of, too numerous to 
list 

Memoirs of Prince Alexy 
Haimatoff: reviewed by 
Shelley, 389, 405; pub- 
lished, 691; read by Shel- 
ley, II, 540 

Two Hundred and Nine 
Days; or The Journal of a 
Traveller on the Conti- 
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Hogg, Thomas JeflFerson (con- 
tinued) 

nent (London, 1827), 
705 
passim: 

144, 186, 195, 199, 223, 261, 
264, 265, 266, 271, 277, 282, 
287, 296, 298, 300, 305, 310, 
317, 322, 344, 373, 402, 407, 
413, 414, 416, 506, 507, 519, 
520, 525, 570, 591, 595, 596, 
597, 599, 610, 614, 621, 653, 
661, 663, 665, 692, 740, 747, 
II, 94, 102, 104, 235, 299, 
384, 425, 588 

Holbach, Baron d’, 277; and 
Queen Mob, 292; Le Systeme 
de la nature y 234, 241; Shelley 
reads, 242 

Holcroft, Thomas: Harriet Shel- 
ley reads one of his novels 
aloud, 162; Memoirs (com- 
pleted by W. Hazlitt) (Lon- 
don, 1816), read by Shelley, 
469, II, 542; Mrs. Mason s an- 
ecdote of his daughter, II, 
179 • 

Holland, 360 
Holliday, I., 588 
Holste, H., and Shelley’s letters 
to Ehzabeth Hitchener, 646 
Holyhead, Shelley suspected by 
authorities of, 227, 228 
Holyoake, J. G.,t and Shelley’s 
rj^utation, II, 407 
Homer, II, 565; Shelley recites, 
38; read by Shelley, 321, 523, 
II, 541; Shelley’s translation 
from, II, 374; Iliad, read by 
Shelley, 309 (aloud), II, 544; 
Odyssey, Shelley reads aloud 
' from, 309 

Homeric Hymns, read by Shel- 
ley, 524, II, 544 
Homerton, money-lender, 369 


Homme Gris et le Physiogno- 
mistOy Vy Shelley sees, II, 4 
Hone, William, Shelle/ sub- 
scribes for relief of, 552 
Honeycomb, the, article on Shel- 
ley in, II, 302 

Hood, T. L., ed.: Letters of 
Browning ( New Haven, 
1933), II, 642 
Hookham, Edward, 364 
Hookham, Thomas, Jr.: Shelley 
opens relations with, 239; 
Shelley’s firs’! extant letter to, 
quoted, 240-1; and Shelley’s 
" Letter to Lord Ellenbor- 
ough,* 248; Shelley’s growing 
friendship with, 271; and Shel- 
ley’s attempt to succour Leigh 
Hunt, 272, 273; arranges for 
printing, of Queen Mab, 279; 
lends Shelley money, 385, 380, 
386; Shelley sends MS. of 
Queen Mah to, 286; Shelley 
keeps rpoms at home of, 324; 
Harriet writes to, about Shel- 
ley, 339; and Shelley’s finan- 
cial arrangements with Har- 
riet, 346; his coldness toward 
Shelley, 352; dines with Shel- 
ley and Mary, 366; Shelley’s 
allowance mortgaged to, 369, 
380; fluctuating attitude to- 
ward Shelley Jn 1814, 369-70; 
Mary Godwin on, 370; his 
‘"treachery,” 378; Shelley on 
“treachery” of, 381; informs 
Shelley of birth of Charles 
Bysshe Shelley, 389; writes 
Shelley of Harriet’s suicide, 
480 (quoted); visits Marlow, 
536; Shelley orders books 
from, 637; his account of Shel- 
ley’s health at fime of elope- 
ment with Mary, 674; refuses 
Shelley credit, II, 299; tells 
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Browning of Harriet Shelley, 
II, 404; passim, 243, 261, 278, 
300^ 308, 320, 355, 365, 367, 
371, 384, 393, 599, 484, 647, 
653, 664, 684, II, 25 
Hooper, Mr., of Nantgwillt, 231, 
383 

Hooper, Mrs., Shelley’s Lyn- 
mouth landlady: lends Shel- 
ley money, 251, 252; passim, 
249, 252, 641, 644 
Hope, Thomas: Anastasius read 
by Shelley, II, 329, 601; 
praised by Shelley, II, 233 
Hoppner, R. B., English consul 
at Venice: his letter lO Byron 
denouncing Shelley ( quoted ) , 
II, 306-8; and sjee Hoppner, 
Mr. and Mrs. R. B., and Hopp- 
ner scandal , 

Hoppnejr, Mr. and Mrs. R. B.: 
take charge of Allegra Clair- 
mont, II, 29; their cordiality 
to Shelley and Claire, II, 33; 
kindness to Shelley and Mary, 
II, 39; Shelleys’ evenings and 
dinners with, II, 56; their neg- 
lect of the Shelleys, II, 104; 
Shelley’s first impressions of, 
II, 557-8; passim, H, 235, 592. 
See also Hoppner, R. B., 
Hoppner, Mrs. R. B., and 
Hoppner scandal 
Hoppner, Mrs. R. B.: sends 
Shelleys ne\vs of Byron and 
Allegra, II, 67, 185; Elise Fog- 
gi’s story to, II, 73; writes to 
Mary Shelley, II, 89; her in- 
dignation against Shelley and 
Claire Clairmont, II, 308; 
Mary Shelley to, denying 
Hoppner scandal (quoted), 
II, 310-13; , description of, II, 
^57-8; Elise Foggi’s repudiat- 
mg letter to, II, 622. See also 


Hoppner, Mr. and Mrs. R. B. 
and Hoppner scandal. 
Hoppner scandal, the: bearing 
of journals of Mary and Claire 
on, II, 74-5, 568, 569; Mary 
Shelley’s denial of, II, 75-6, 
310^11; bearing of Shelley’s 
poems on, II, 76; account of, 
II, 306-15; Byron’s attitude 
toward, II, 308, 310, 312; 
Shelley on, II, 313; truth of 
Mary Shelley’s denial of, II, 
314; and Elena Adelaide Shel- 
ley, II, 314—15; Elise Foggi’s 
repudiation of, II, 622; passim, 
II, 73, 561, 576, 592. See also 
Foggi, Elise, and Hoppner, 
Mrs. R. B. 

Hornby, Dr. James John, head- 
master of Eton: declines bust 
of Shelley, II, 411; on Shelley, 
II, 412 

Horne, R. H., II, 580 
Horsfield, T. W.: History, An- 
tiquities and Topography of 
Sussex (Lewes, 1835, 2 vols.), 
561 

Horsham, in Shelley’s youth, 4-6 
Horsham Strode, 589 
Hotel d’Angleterre, at Secheron, 
Shelley party arrives at, 439 
H6tel de Londres, at Chamou- 
nix, 714; Shelley’s inscription 
at, 456 

H6tel de Secheron, 711 
Hotson, Leslie: “A Footnotfe to 
Shelley ” ( Atlantic Monthly, 
March 1930), 723, 724, 725; 
“ Shelley’s Lost Letters to Har- 
riet” { Atlantic Monthly, Jan- 
uary, February 1930), 670, 
672, 677, 679, 684, 685, 686, 
687, 688, 690, 691, 717, 723 


Houghton, Lord: Life of Keats 
(London, 1848), 748 
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Houstoun, Mrs. Matilda C.: on 
Shelley's family, 13; A Worn- 
ans Mems^ries of World- 
Known Men (3rd ed., Lon- 
don, 1883), 563 , 

Howard, Henry, at Eton wkh 
Shelley, 573 

Howard, Mr. and Mrs., 179 

Howe ( or Howard ) , Lord, Shel- 
ley s housemate at Eton, 43, 
44 573 

Howe,W. T. H., II, 461 

Howitt, William, 518; Homes 
and Haunts of British Poets 
(London, 1894), 734 

Hubbell, Jay B., II, 636 

Hugford, Mrs., and Shelleys 
scheme of abducting ‘‘ two 
heiresses,” 372 

Hughes, A. M. D.: ‘‘Shelleys 
Zastrozzi and St Irvine ” 
(Modern Language Review, 
January 1912), 577; “Some 
Recent English Shelley Liter- 
ature,” Englische Studien, 624 

Hugo, Victor, influence of Shel- 
ley oil, II, 640 

Hume, David: read by Shelley, 
98, 110, 277, 321, 552; and The 
Necessity of Atheism, 156; 
Shelley on, 271, II, 167; Es- 
says, Shelley orders, 638; His- 
tory of England: Shelley or- 
ders, 638; read by Shelley, II, 
19 

HuBfe, Dr. Thomas: approved as 
guardian for Charles and lan- 
the Shelley, 497; and thp stop- 
page of Shelley's income, II, 
285, 610 

Hume, Mr., Godwins creditor, 
.386, 448 

Hunt, Henry (nephew of Leigh 
Hunt), defends Shelley, II, 
102 


Hunt, Henry (“Mr. Orator 
Hunt”), radical politician: at 
Manchester Massacre, H, 105 
Hunt, John (*brother of Leigh 
Hunt) : indicted and punished 
for criticism of Prince Regent, 
272, 273; imprisonment of, for 
libel on House of Commons, 
II, 284; edits Shelley's “ De- 
fence of Poetry,” II, 608 
Hunt, John ( son of Leigh Hunt ) , 
511 

Hunt, Leigh: • 
and Shelley: 

Shelley's first letter to, 108, 
lllj meets Shelley, 132; 
Shelley's attempts to suc- 
cour, 273; beginning of 
Shelley's friendship with, 
475-8;, his kindness to Shel- 
ley after Harriet'sr death, 
484, 485; and Shelley's 
Chancery * suit, 494; Shel- 
ley's pvenings with, 501; as 
Shelley's friend, 502; his 
children and Shelley, 510- 
11; on Shelley's daily life at 
Marlow, quoted, 51^19; on 
Shelley's health at Marlow, 
520; on Shelley's visits to 
Hampstead, 521; financial 
dependence on Shelley, 541, 
721, II, 28i 348; Shelley's 
sonnet-writing contest with, 
555; on Shelley's “ mad- 
ness,” 592-3; and Shelley's 
finances, early 1821, II, 610; 
sends portrait to Shelley, II, 
37-8, 520; his sympathy 
with the Shelleys after Wil- 
liam Shelley's death, II, 94; 
his encouragement to the 
* Shelleys in 1819, II, 102-3; 
Shelley's letter to, on Riqb- 
ard Carlile, II, 166-8, 194; 
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Hunt, Leigh (continued) 

Shelley on, II, 209, 234; 
plkns to join Shelley in It- 
aly, II, 299; expected arrival 
of, in Italy, II, 334, 464; and 
family, delayed in England, 
II, 335; project for the Lib- 
eral, II, 335; sails for Italy, 
II, 348; expenses of, in go- 
ing to Italy, II, 348; Byron 
advances money for, II, 348; 
temporary estrangement 
from Mary Shelley, II, 361, 
385, 564; and family, arrival 
of, in Genoa and Leghorn, 
II, 374; Shelley goes to Leg- 
horn to meet, II, 374-5; v^ith 
Shelley at Pisa, II, 375; at 
cremation of Shelley and 
Williams, II, 381, 382; on 
ShJley, II, 382, 399, 400, 
420, 502; receives annuity 
from Mary Shelley and Sir 
Percy, II, 386; his resent- 
ment of Hogg’s Life of Shel- 
ley, II, 388; obituary notice 
of Shelley, quoted, II, 389, 
390; owns oil painting of 
Shelley as a boy, II, 519; 
promised portrait of Shel- 
ley, II, 520; description of 
Shelley probably by, II, 528; 
his knowledge of the domes- 
tic frictions of Shelley and 
Mary, II,«21 
and Shelleys writings: 
on Laon and Cythna, 530, 
531; review of Revolt of Is- 
lam, 559; summary of Laon 
and Cythna by, 737; on the 
Quarterly s attack on Shel- 
ley, II, 38; on Shelley’s re- 
viewers, II, 67; his review of 
• Rosalind and Helen, II, 103; 
and Masque of Anarchy, II, 


Hunt, Leigh (continued) 

107, 402; on Shelleys "ob- 
scurity,” II, *132; answers 
Quarterly Review on Shel- 
ley, II, 133, 157, 356, 584, 

’ 591; on Beatrice’s lie in The 
Cenci, II, 139-40; his failure 
to publish Shelley’s more 
radical writings, II, 169-70; 
and publication of Philo- 
sophical View of Reform, 
II, 192; and " Peter Bell the 
Third,” II, 194; his project- 
ed attack on Gifford, II, 200; 
his opinion of Shelley’s po- 
etry in 1820 (quoted), II, 
200-1; in Adonais, II, 297; 
threat to attack Hazlitt on 
Shelley’s behalf, II, 300; 
Shelley to, on Adonais, II, 
303; reviews Adonais, II, 
356; and Shellev’s reputa- 
tion, II, 400, 401-2; his pos- 
sible authorship of review 
of Revolt of Islam in Man of 
Kent, II, 583 
general: 

his defence of Peter Fin- 
nerty, 108; conviction of, for 
libel on Prince Regent, .272- 
4, 647; his home at Hamp- 
stead, 478; his singing, 501, 
507; financial troubles of, II, 
183, 230, .284; ill health of, 
II, 284; and Byron, II, 387; 
his friendship with tlbgg 
and Peacock, II, 388; Hogg’s 
account of (late 1820), II, 
486; sketch of, by J. Hay ter, 
II, 534; portrait of, by Sam- 
uel Lawrence, II, 535, 538; 
previously unknown por- 
trait of, by W. E. West, 
II, 536; Maria Gisborne’s 
impression of, II, 593 
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Hunt, Leigh (continued) 
works: 

Autobiography of. The (2 
vols.. New York, 1850), 
603, 727, 728, 729, 730, 
732, 733, 734, 735, 742 

Autobiography of. The (ed. 
R. Ingpen, Westminster, 
1903), 647 

Correspondence of ( ed. 
Thornton Hunt, London, 
1862), 727, 729, 733, 734, 
II, 551, 552, 556, 557, 567, 
571, 573, 575, 582, 606, 
610, 614, 615, 620 

Foliage, 559; Shelley reads 
and criticizes, II, 4; at- 
tacked in Quarterly Re- 
view, II, 27; Byron on, II, 
34 

Indicator: Shelley on essays 
in, II, 234; Love’s Phi- 
losophy ” published in, II, 
587 

Letters of, quoted, II, 38, 94, 
335 

Literary Pocket Book, The: 
Shelley’s “ Marianne’s 
Dream ” published in, II, 
67; Shelley’s " Good- 
Night,” "Love’s Philoso- 
phy,” and “Time Long 
Past” written in Sophia 
Stacey’s copy of, II, 173 

Lord Byron and Some of 
^ His Contemporaries, II, 
397,399 

“ Prince on St. Hltrick^s 
Day, The,” articlerin the 
Examiner, 647 

Story of Rimini, read by 
Shelley, II, 542 

“To Percy Bysshe Shelley 
on the Degrading No- 
tions of Deity,” 559 


Hunt, Leigh (continued) 

“To the Same” (sonnet to 
Shelley ) , 559 ^ 

Ultra-Crepidarius, II, 200 
“Word or Two Respecting 
the Shelley Memorials, 
A ” ( Spectator, August 
13, 1859), 593 
passim: 

274, 401, 488, 495, 499, 500, 
501-2, 503, 504, 508, 509, 
510, 511, 514, 517, 539, 548, 
592, 603, *639, 651, 718-19, 
721, 729, II, 102, 105, 162, 
179, 223, 235, 427, 528, 534, 
56^, 581, 583, 584, 585, 591, 
595, 638 

Hunts, the Leigh, 597; Shelley’s 
residence with (January 
1817), 498; visit Shelleys at 
Marlow, 506, 537, 543; Shel- 
leys dine with, 556; Shelley’s 
last day with, before leaving 
England, 556; letters of, to 
Shelley, II, 37-8, 230 

Hunt, Marianne: Shelley on, 
132; engages servants for Shel- 
ley, 505; her illness at Albion 
House, 506; letter of 
(quoted), II, 284; illness of, in 
1822, II, 375; “visited” by 
Shelley in 1823, II, 399; her 
cut-paper silhouette of Shel- 
ley, II, 520, 521; her reminis- 
cent bust of Shelley, II, 521- 
2, 528, 529; MS. journal of, II, 
634; passim, 536, 543, II, 95, 
230, 242, 519 

Hunt, Mary, daughter of Leigh 
Hunt, 511 

Hunt, Thornton: his suggestion 
of Shelley’s immorality at Ox- 
ford, 107, 595-6; on Shelley’s 
spasms, 500; on Marv Shelfcy 
in 1817, 507; his early memo- 
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Ties of Shelley, 510; on Shel- 
ley s fear of losing Harriets 
chilcken, 512; on Shelleys 
rowing at Marlow, 520; on 
Shelley's concentration of pur- 
pose (quoted), 526, 736; on 
Leigh Hunts meeting with 
Shelley, 603; notes changes in 
Shelley in 1817-22, II, 375; 
and Shelley's reputation, II, 

400; and reviews of Shelley in 
the Spectator in 1832 and 
1839, II, 402; oh the portraits 
of Shelley, II, 518; his possible 
pencil profile of Shelley, II, 

521; his description of*Shelley 
in 1822, II, 529; on Shelley's 
health in 1822, *11, 620; on 
Lawrence’s portrait of Leigh 
Hunt, II, 535; “ Shelley, by 
One Who Knew Him ” ( At- 
lantic Monthly, February 
1863), 571, 651^677, 727, 730, 

733, 735, 736, 748,. II, 632; 
passim, 511, 543, 733, II, 

626 

Hunt, Walter Leigh, II, 535, 634 
Hunter, Rowland, 603 
Huntington, Henry E., Library 
and Art Gallery, 579, II, 464 
Hurst, Mr., 126 
Hussey, V. E. G., 579 
Hutchinson, Gilbert, 611 
Hutton, Mary, on Fanny Imlay's 
suicide, 472 • 

Hutton, R, H., II, 412 

I 

" Ifan, Robin Pant,” 650 
Ilfracombe, 237, 251 
“ Illiberal,” the, unpublished sat- 
ire on the Liberal, II, 392 
Imlay, Fanny, daughter of Mary 
Wollstonecraft and Gilbert 

• xlvii 


Imlay: invited to Lynmouth, 
238, 239; meets Shelley and 
Harriet, 259-60;# remonstrates 
with Shelley, 266; and Shelley, 
in June .1814, 336; and Mrs. 
Godwin refuse to speak with 
Shelley and Mary, 366; warns 
Shelley of plot, 377-8; forbid- 
den intercourse with Shelley 
and Mary (1814), 379, 384; 
her damaged opportunity of 
employment, 403; Claire 
Clairmont’s letter to, 404, 413; 
letters of, to Shelley and Mary 
in Switzerland, 458, 463, 513; 
despondency of, 458, 471, 720; 
Shelley's last talk with, 466, 
467; on Shelley and Godwin, 

467- 8; defends Mrs. Godwin, 

468- 9; letter, quoted, 468, 469, 
470; on the distortions of Shel- 
ley's imagination, 469; suicide 
of, 470-3; effects of her sui- 
cide, 472-4; her affection for 
Shelley, 719; passim, 270, 344, 
426, 505, 644, 653, 671, 695, II, 
15,41,564 

Imlay, Gilbert, common-law 
husband of Mary Wollstone- 
craft, 238, 259 

Impey, E. B., letter of (quoted), 
596 ^ 

India, Shelley's desire to go toT] 
II, 327 

Indian Library,” the, Shelley 
visits (1818), 555 •• “ 

Indicator: (July 19, 26, 1820) re- 
viev^of The Cenci, II, 195, 
591;' (December 22, 1819) 
publishes Shelley's " Love's 
Philosophy,” II, 587; aban- 
doned by Hunt, II, 284 
Ingpen, Roger; his discovery of 
Harriet Shelley's grave, 483; 
on the date of Shelley's self- 
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dedication, 567; source of his 
corrections of Shelley-Hogg 
letters, 603) passim, 10, 589, 
613, 634, 698, II, 412; ed.: 
Journal of Harriet .Grove for 
1809-1810 (privately printed, 
1932 ) 578, 582; ed.: Leigh 
Hunt’s Autobiography, II, 
535; Shelley in England ( Lon- 
don, 1917), 563, 567, 571, 572, 
573, 574, 583, 588, 589, 590, 
591, 593, 597, 598, 600, 601, 
602, 603, 604, 605, 609, 611, 
612, 613, 614, 616, 617, 628, 
629, 630, 631, 634, 636, 642, 
643 

Ingpen, R., and Peck, W. E.: 
Complete Works of Shelley 
( 10 vols., Julian ed., London, 
1926-9), cited too frequently 
to specify 

Ingpen, Roger, and Shelley- 
Rolls, Sir John C. E.: Verse 
and Prose of Shelley, II, 254, 
614 

Intellectual Beauty. Shelley’s 
rlgwn*ng idea of, 41, 363; Shel- 
lev’s first clear statement of . 
4^7; -in “ Mont Blanc,” 455; 
supplants Necessity, 559, II, 
192; possible derivation of the 
phrase from Wieland’s Aga- 
thon, 701; in Prometheus Un- 
bound, II, 11&-19, 126; and 
Asia, II, 118, 119; and Shei- 
las conversion to Berkeley, 
II, 135; quoted passages de- 
scribing, II, 217, 222-^, 294, 
295, 440-1; in “The Witch 
of Atlas” and^AdotMuSr-Ur 
218-19 2<>in imagina- 

• tion, poetry, and Freedom, II, 
254, 278; Emilia Viviani as 
shadow of, II, 259; in Epipsy- 
chidion, II, 261; and the ele- 


ment of divinity in poetry, II, 
280; and eternity, II, 294, 295; 
and “ Lines Written in tire Bay 
of Lerici,” li, 364; in “ The Tri- 
umph of Life,”, II, 370-1, 373; 
importance of the concept to 
Shelley, II, 438-41; and “ The 
Sensitive Plant,” II, 563 

Ion Algonah, or The Sorceress of 
MontillOy 24 

Iowa, University of, library of, 
brief for Shelley s defence in 
Chancery shit over Harriet’s 
children in, II, 508 

Ireland: state of in 1812, 204-6; 
moderation of Shelley’s pro- 
gram for, 210-11, 214; Shel- 
ley’s political inexpedience in, 
214-15, 216; Shelley’s discour- 
agement, in, 220-1, 226; Shel- 
ley’s manuscripts leftfin, 621- 
2. See also Shelley, P. B. 

Ireland, W. H.: Vindication of 
His Conduct (London, 1796), 
658 

Isaiah, Shelley reads aloud, II, 
188 

Ischieri, Caccia d’, visited by 
Shelleys, II, 66 

Isle of Man, Shelley and Harriet 
in, 203 

Italian women, Shelley’s opinion 
of, II, 62 (from Naples), II, 
87-8 (from Rome) 

Italy: Shelley thinks of going to, 
233, 432; recommended for 
Shelley’s health, 537; Shelley’s 
opinion of, II, 62. See also 
Shelley, P. B. 

j 

"J. N.,” his poem on Shelley’s 
death, II, 392 

Jacks, L. P.: Life and Letters of 
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Stopford Brooke (New York, 
1917 666 

Jackson, Mr., of Leghorn, II, 214 

Jeaffreson, J. Cordy: The Real 
Shelley (2 • vols., London, 
1885), 11,416 

Jefferys, N.: An Englishmans 
Descriptive Account of Dub- 
lin (London, 1810), 628 

Jeffrey, Francis, 156 

Jeremiah, Shelley reads aloud, 
II, 188 

Job, Shelley’s projected tragedy 
on, II, 22 

John Bull, London,^ Tory 
weekly: (August 12, 19, 1822) 
on Shelley’s death, II, 390-1; 
attacks Shelley’sT reputation 
(1824), II, 637 

John BulVs British Journal, Lon- 
don, radical weekly: review of 
Queen Mab piracy in, II, 304 

Johnson, J., intimidated for pub- 
lishing Swellfoot the Tyrant, 
II, 225 

Johnson,* Robert Underwood, 
assistant editor of Century 
Magazine, and the supposed 
portrait of Shelley by West, 
II, 538 

Johnson, Dr. Samuel,- 585; Ras- 
selas, its possible connection 
with Shelley’s " The Assas- 
sins,” 357, 683; passim, 365, 
366, 423, 525* 

"Jones, Mr.,” Shelley’s pseudo- 
nym, II, 181 

Jones, C. E., co-editor of Pea- 
cock’s Works, 637 

Jones, Frederick L.: on Mary 
Shelley’s handwriting, II, 524; 
on Claire Clairmont’s letter to 
Maria Gisborne, II, 573; on 
Shelley’s boat, the Don Juan, 

^ II, 628; passim, II, 621; " Shel- 


ley’s Leonore” (Modern Phi- 
lology. May 1935), 591; "Re- 
vision of Laon hnd Cythna,"* 
in Journal of English and Ger- 
manic Philology, 746 

Jones, Laura, mother of " Robin 
Pant Ifan,” 650 

Jones, Robert, grandfather of 
" Robin Pant Ifan,” 640 

Jones, Sir William: Works (Lon- 
don, 1799), ordered by Shel- 
ley, ^ ' 

Jonson,^^: Volpone, Cynthias 
Revels, The Alchemist, Fall of 
Sejanus, Catiline* s Conspiracy, 
read by Shelley, II, 543 

Josephus, Shelley orders works 
of, 638 

Journal, the, Dublin (March 2, 
21, 1812), attacks on Shelley 
in, 219-20 

Jupiter, Temple of, Rome, Shel- 
ley sees, II, 60 

jury system, Shelley on the, II, 
147 

Justin of Samaria, ShelJey orders 
works of, 638 


K 

Karnes, Lord, on love, possibly 
read by Shelley, 193 
Kant, Immanuel: Shelley owns 
works of, 309, 638; passim, 277 
Kean, Edmund, II, 580 
Keate, Dr. John: doubtful anec- 
dotes of Shelley’s pranks on, 
39, 40; as Shelley’s teacher, 50; 
flogging exploits of, 568; pas- 
sim, 32, 34, 35, 37, 86 
Keats, George, Shelley spends 
evening with, 500 
Keats, John: praised in Exam- 
iner (December 1, 1816), 475; 
his friendship with Hunt, 478; 
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his early associations with 
Shelley, 499, 500, 501, 504-5, 
544; his f6ar of being influ- 
enced by Shelley, 504; invited 
to visit Shelleys, 504, II, 212; 
Shelley’s sonnet-writing con- 
test with, 555; influence of 
Shelley on poetry of, 729-30; 
declines Shelleys invitations, 
729, II, 212; and the Quarterly 
and Blackwoods Edinburgh 
Magazine, II, 158, 303; on 
Prometheus Unbound, II, 212; 
and Shelley’s critical advice, 
II, 595; his pulmonary attack 
in 1820, II, 212; echoes of in 
Shelley’s Witch of Atlas ” 
and Adonais, II, 217, 296, 599; 
Shelley’s interest in (1820), 
II, 231; Shelley on, II, 234, 
349; Shelley defends, II, 292; 
death of, II, 292, 589, 612; By- 
ron’s opinions on, II, 292, 612; 
Shelley’s partial identity with, 
in Adonais, II, 296-7; passim, 
II, ip^ 236 

Endymion: and Shelley’s Re- 
volt of Islam, 504; read by 
Shelley, II, 596 

Hyperion: read aloud by Shel- 
ley, II, 215; Shelley’s praise 
of, II, 231 

Poems, read by Shelley, II, 545 
“ Sleep and Pdfetry,” 478 
K^ts-Shelley Memorial at 
Rome: Joseph Severn’s paint- 
ing of Shelley in, II, 522; frag- 
ment of Shelley’s jawbone in, 
11,634 

Keats-Shelley Memorial, Bulle- 
tin and Review of, II, 634 
Keith, Alexander, and Bysshe 
Shelley’s first marriage, 8 
Kelsall, T. F., admirer of Shel- 
ley, II, 395 


Kendall, Rev. John, temporary 
guardian of Charles and lan- 
the Shelley, 488, 496 " 
Kennedy, Captain: his desc^xip- 
tion of Shelley in 1814, 311, 
661; his impressions of Shelley 
in 1814, 333 
Kens, 358 

Kent, Elizabeth: dines with 
Shelleys at Hunt’s, 499; visits 
Shelleys at Marlow, 506, 524; 
calls on Shelleys, 556; her 
description of Shelley, 727; 
writes to Shelleys in Italy, II, 
179, ^83; Leigh Hunt’s letter 
to, mentioning West’s portrait 
(quoted), II, 536; Flora Do- 
mestica (London, 1823), 727; 
passim, II, 236 
Kessel, Murcel, 746 
Keswick: Shelley, Ha^tiet, and 
Eliza Westbrook settle at, 171; 
Shelley admires scenery of, 
175; Shelley’s daily life at, 176; 
Shelley’s happiness at, 202; 
De Quincey on Shelleys at, 
615, 616; passim, 180, 199, 
320 

Kew Gardens, Shelley’s ac- 
quaintance with, 20 
Killamey,- Lakes of: Shelleys at, 
286, 287; islands of, Shelley’s 
admiration of; II, 8 
King, R.W.,642 

Kingdon, Mr., Godwin’s cred- 
itor, 447 

Kinglake, A. W.: Eothen (New 
York, 1850), 569 
Kingsley, Charles, on Shelley, II, 
413, 420 

Kinnaird, Douglas, 435 
Kirkman, Mr., 730-1 
Kirkup, Seymout, at Shelley^s 
funeral, II, 383 

Knapp, Mrs., considers offering 
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a hoAie to Claire Clairmont, 
403 

Knights Quarterly Magazine, 
London (August 1824), dis- 
cussion of Shelley in, II, 638 
Koszul, A. H.,*II, 619; La leu- 
nesse de Shelley (Paris, 1910), 
577, 695, II, 640; Shelleys 
Prose in the Bodleian Manu- 
scripts (London, 1910), 704 
Kotzebue, August Friedrich Fer- 
dinand, German dramatist, 
410; " Account His Banish- 
ment to Siberia,” read by Shel- 
ley, 410, II, 541; Travels, read 
by Shelley, 697 • 

Kuhne, G.: Quarantdne im Ir- 
renhaus (1835)^ praise of 
Shelley in, II, 639 
Kurtz, B. P.: The Pursuit of 
Death. A Study of Shelley's 
Poetry (New York, 1933), 
702 

L 

La Fere, II, 3 
La Scalk, II, 13 

Lacretelle: History of the 
French Revolution [Precis his- 
torique de la revolution, etc., 
Paris, 1801-6, 8 vols.] read by 
Shelley, 527, II, 542 
Laing, Mr., Shelley s creditor in 
1815, repaid, 598 
Lake, Phillip, lunar calculation 
by, 650 

Laker, the Field Place butler, 
333 

Lamb, Lady Caroline: Glenar- 
von, read by Shelley, II, 542 
Lamb, Charles: his hatred of the 
second Mrs. Godwin, 260; on 
Godwin’s leading, 334; his 
opinion of Shelley, 503; ad- 
mires Rosalind and Helen, II, 


103; Shelley on his antago- 
nism, II, 103; on Shelley, II, 
413; passim, 47,9; Rosamund 
Gray, Shelley praises, II, 103; 
Specimens of English Dramat- 
ic Poets', read by Shelley, II, 
543 

Lamh, Charles and Mary, spend 
an evening with Shelley and 
Mary, 500-1; passim, 458; 
Tales from Shakespeare, 187 

Lamb, Mary, calls on Shelleys, 
556 

Lambe, Dr. William, 388; Re- 
ports on the Effects of a Pe- 
culiar Regimen, etc. ( London, 
1809), and Shelleys vegetari- 
anism, 657 

Lambert, Godwin’s creditor, 380, 
385-6 

Lampson, G. L.: Consideration 
of the State of Ireland in the 
19th Century ( London, 1907 ), 
628 

Lancashire Cooperator (1830), 
Owenite periodical interested 
in Shelley, II, 407 — • 

Landor, Walter Savage: enthu- 
siasm of Shelley for poetry of, 
97, II, 588; his changing opin- 
ion of Shelley, 592, II, 420, 
588; declines meeting Shelley, 
II, 177 

Lanetti, Claire Clairmont’s danc- 
ing master, II, 214 

Langres, 353, II, 3 

" Las Casas on the Indies,” read 
by Shelley, II, 188 

Lascelles, R.: University and 
City of Oxford ( London, 
1821), 584 

Latin poets, Shelley’s opinion qf 
the, II, 234 

Lausanne, Shelley and Byron at, 
445 


t 
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Law, Ernest, on the later history 
of the Don Juan, II, 633 
Lawless, John; Shelley’s dealings 
with, 222-3, 641; thinks Shel- 
ley s Irish plans impracticable, 
225; asked to regain Shelley s 
manuscripts, 239, 279; and 
Shelley s second visit tb Ire- 
land, 285, 286; inquires of 
Hogg about Shelley, 290; pro- 
tests Shelleys treatment of 
Daniel Hill, 298; Compen- 
dium of the History of Ireland 
(Dublin, 1814), 632 
Lawrence, Dr., Shelley’s physi- 
cian in 1815, 405, 741 
Lawrence, money-lender, 369 
Lawrence, Sir James Henry 
( Chevalier ) : Shelley writes 
to, 242, 626; Shelley meets, 
304, 308 

The Empire of the Nairs 
(London, 1811, 4 vols.): 
praised by Shelley, 241, 242; 
influence of, on Shelley, 242; 
read by Shelley, II, 539-40 
Lawreifce, Samuel, his portrait 
of Leigh Hunt, II, 535, 538 
Lechlade, Shelley’s visit to, 415 
Leeson, Robert, Shelley’s enemy 
at Tremadoc: makes charges 
against Shelley, 274, 646; and 
Tanyrallt assault, 283, 285, 
651; Shelley’s (^elusion of per- 
secution by, 316, 384; passim, 
aeS, 269 

Leghorn: Shelleys arrive at, II, 
14; Shelley’s first impressions 
of, II, 15; Shelleys’ first so- 
journ at, II, 15-18; Shelleys 
leave Rome for, II, 94, 96; 
w Shelley’s visits to, from Pisa, 
II, 180; Shelley’s move to, in 
June 1820, II, 201; Shelley’s 
daily life at (June-August 


1820), II, 207-8; ^Shelley 
meets Hunts at (July 2, 1822), 
II, 375; Shelley’s last ivoyage 
from (July^S, 1822), II, 376; 
passim, II, 306, 589, 590 
Le Guiard, 461 

Leigh, Hon. Augusta, sister of 
Lord Byron: Byron’s account 
of Claire Clairmont to 
(quoted), 459; J. C. Hob- 
house to, on Byron’s life at 
Diodati (quoted), 715 
Leisman, Antonio, self-portrait 
of, and Shelley’s portrait, II, 
530 

Leman,‘^Lake, Byron’s and Mary 
Shelley’s descriptions of 
storms on,^711 

Leonardo da Vinci, his " Head 
of Christ” and Shelley’s por- 
trait, II, “523 

Leonora [Maria Edgeworth’s, 
1806?], Shelley orders for 
Harriet Grove, II, 455 
Leopardi,*^ influenced by Shelley, 
II, 641 

Lerici, in relation to IShelley’s 
last home at Villa Magni, II, 
360, 365, 629, 630 
Lerici, Bay of, the Shelleys’ plan 
for summer colony at, II, 342 
Les Rousses, 439 
Leslie, Edward (or Edmund), 
Shelley’s house-mate at Eton, 
43, 573; his anecdotes of Shel- 
ley at Eton, 39, 40; on Shel- 
ley’s reading and verse-writ- 
ing at Eton, 51; Shelley’s pres- 
ents of books to, at Eton, 577 
L^wes, G. H.: his lost biogra- 
phy of Shelley, II, 402-3; and 
Shelley’s reputation, II, 402- 
3, 413; and Roijsetti’s Memoir 
of Shelley, II, 403 
Lewis, Matthew Gregory 
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( “ Monk ” ) ; Shelley s early 
reading of, 25, 30, 373; plagi- 
arized in Original Poetry, 58; 
Shelley s association wifii, at 
Diodati in 1^16, 460, 461, 714; 
his generosity to slaves, 461 
Bravo of Venice, The, read by 
Shelley, 90 

Life and Correspondence 
(ed. Margaret Baron-Wil- 
son, 2 vols., London, 1839), 
716 

Monk, The: read by Shelley, 
29, 373, II, 539; influence of, 
on Shelley, 29, 373; passim, 
60, 90, 367, 460 
Tales of Terror, plagiarized in 
Original Poetry^, 58, 59 
Tales of Wonder and Delight, 
367 

Leybacl^ Congress of, II, 222 

Liberal, the: Hunts hopes for, 
II, 335; Byron's .vacillation to- 
ward, II, 350; Tory attacks on, 
II, 356, 391-2; Shelleys ef- 
forts for, II, 374; Byron's co- 
operation in, II, 375; failure 
or, II, 387; and Shelley's post- 
humous reputation, II, 391, 
395, 399; inception of, II, 620; 
passim, 409 

Liberty, Shelley’s view of its 
practical- achievement, 210- 
12; Shelley's view of its con- 
nection with art and progress, 
II, 191; Shelley on, in Hellas, 
II, 331 

Library of Congress, II, 632 

Library of the University Col- 
lege of North Wales, 643 

Lido, Shelley and Byron ride on 
(1818), II, 34 

Life of the PJiilUps, read by 
Shelley, II, 540 

Li^ori, Antonio, witness to 


death certificate of Elena Ade- 
laide Shelley, II, 550 
Lind, Dr. James: Shelleys 
friendship and esteem for, 47, 
48, 574; influence of, on Shel- 
ley at Eton, 50, 88, 98; in Shel- 
ley's poems, 535, 573 
Linddmira, or An Old Maid in 
Search of a Husband, 56 
Linton, W. J., Victorian radical, 
and Shelley's reputation, II, 
407 

Lintot, Bernard, 4 
Lion, the, Carlile's, radical peri- 
odical, II, 406, 585 
Liptzin, S.: Shelley in Germany 
(New York, 1924), II, 639 
Literary and Pictorial Reposi- 
tory, London (1838), descrip- 
tion of Shelley in, II, 528 
( quoted ) , 625 

Literary Chronicle and Weekly 
Review, London: review of 
Adonais in (December 1, 
1821), II, 303; review of 
Queen Mab in ( June 2, 1821 ) , 
II, 305; publishes JTW. Dal- 
by's poetic defence of Shelley 
(June 9, 1821), II, 305, 
615 

Literary Examiner: (August 23, 
1823 ) , 734; “ Sonnet to Percy 
Shelley ” ( September 20, 

1823), quot^, II, 393 
Literary Gazette, London: re- 
view of The Cenci (ApTif 1, 
1820), quoted, II, 195; re- 
view of Prometheus Unbound 
( September 9, 1820 ) , II, 131- 
2 (quoted), II, 300-1, 580, 
591; review of Queen Mab 
(May 19, 1821), II, 305; per- 
sonal attack on Shelley in, 
quoted, II, 616; commented 
on by Shelley, II, 309, 313; 
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publishes poem, ‘‘The Athe- 
ist," against Shelley (June 2, 
1821), II, 305; review of Ado- 
nais (December 8, 1821), II, 
303; (November 3, 1832) re- 
view of The Beauties of Percy 
Bysshe Shelley, II, 637; (July 
17, 1824) review of Posthu- 
mous Poems, II, 637; ( Novem- 
ber 10, 1832) review of The 
Mask of Anarchy, II, 637; 
items on Shelley in, 1822-41, 
II, 637; incidental references 
to Shelley in, 1830, 1839, II, 
637; passim, II, 302 
Literary Journal, Edinburgh, 
and Shelley’s The Wandering 
Jew, 580 

Literary Miscellany, Ollier’s, 
London: Shelley offers “ Ode 
to Naples" to, II, 223; and 
Shelley’s “ Defence of Poetry,” 
II, 271 

Literary Panorama, London 
(October 1810) review of 
Original Poetry of Victor and 
Cazifd^ quoted, 58; ( February 
1811 ) review of St. Irvyne, 92, 
589; (May 1816) quotes from 
Alastor volume, 703-4 
Livorno, see Leghorn 
Livy: ordered by Shelley, 638; 
History, read by Shelley, 407, 
II, 66, 541 

Llangollen, Vale of, 253, 254 
Ll8^d, Charles; and Shelley’s 
reading of George Berkeley, 
184; praises Shelley’s poetry, 
II, 103; Shelley on, II, 103 
Lock, Alice Helen, later owner 
of Shelley’s Bishopsgate resi- 
‘ dence, 698 

Locke, John: Shelley makes syn- 
opses of, at Oxford, 110; rec- 
ommended by Shelley, 141; 


Shelley on, 271; read by Shel- 
ley, 98, II, 545 
Essay on the Human<Under- 
standirig: abandoned by 
Shelley for Berkeley, 424; 
Shelley orders for Harriet 
Grove, II, 455; read by 
Shelley, II, 541, 542; pas- 
sim, 184, 201 

Lockhart, John Gibson, II, 158; 
Reginald Dalton ( 1823 ) , 586 

Locock, C. D., 702, II, 412 

Loffenburg, 358 

London Cooperative Magazine, 
Owenite periodical, and Shel- 
ley’s ^posthumous reputation, 
II, 406 

London Journal ( Leigh Hunt’s ) , 
and Shelley’s posthumous rep- 
utation, II, 402 

London Liberal, Tory antago- 
nist of the Liberal, II, 392 

London Magazine: (May 1820) 
review of The Cenci, II, 195- 
6 (qudted), 591; (June 1820) 
review of Prometheus Un- 
bound, II, 300, 30f; (1820, 
1821 ) incidental slurs on Shel- 
ley in, II, 614 

London Magazine and Monthly 
Critical and Dramatic Re- 
view: (April 1820) review of 
The Cenci, II, 195 (quoted), 
591; (September 1820) re- 
view of Prometheus Unbound, 
II, 131, 300, 301 

London Magazine and The- 
atrical Inquistor: ( February 
1821 ) article “ On Ae Philos- 
ophy and Poetry of Shelley," 
II, 302; ( March 1831 ) review 
of Queen Mab piracy, II, 304; 
(July 1821) article on “Din- 
ner by the Amateurs of Vege- 
table Diet " 657, II, 388 
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London Weekly Review: (No- 
vember 27, 1839) review of 
Poetical Works ^ II, 637 
Longdill, P. W., Shelleys so- 
licitor: and Shelley’s financial 
aid to Godwin, 385, 429, 522; 
and the settlements of Sir 
Bysshe Shelley’s estate, 395, 
396, 397, 399, 400, 448, 460, 
484; and Shelley’s lease at 
Bishopsgate, 449; and Shel- 
ley’s debts, 466, 467, 541, II, 
97, 183, 348; 'and Shelleys 
cases in Court of Chancery, 
470, 493, 496, 497, 512, II, 508; 
and the stoppage of Shelley’s 
income, II, 285 

Lonsdale Magazine, Kirkby 
Lonsdale : ( November 1820 ) 
review of Prometheus Un- 
bound, II, 300, 301 
Lorenzo, Antonio di, witness to 
Elena Adelaide* Shelley’s birth 
record, II, 71, 547 • 

Lorenzo de Medicis, read by 
Shelley, II, 542 

Louis XIV, Shelley condemns, 
462 

Louvet, Jean Baptist: Memoirs 
[Quelques notices pour Vhis- 
toire; or a Narrative of the 
dangers to which I have been 
exposed, etc.* London, 1795], 
read by Shelley, II, 540 
Love: and Shfelley’s reading in 
Petrarch and Wieland, 315; 
Shelley’s first definition of, in 
"On Love” (quoted), 423- 
4; Shelley’s views of, and Pla- 
to’s Symposium, 533, il, 22; 
irT " PfTnciF'^'Afhenase,’’ 533; 
Earthly and Spiritual , 533, IL_ 
262; and I^ecessit^ 559, II, 
126 ; Shelley argues with Pea- 
cock on, 691; Diotima’s ac- 
* • 1 


count of, quoted from Sym- 
po^um, 11,22-3; Shel ley^ aeT- 
imtmiLjQif,„ia- " A JQiscourse. q| 
tl^ Manners of the Ancients^” 
etc. (quoted), II, 23; in Pro- 
*rnetheus Unbound, 11, 118-19, 
126; in " The Witch of Atlas,” 
II, 218-19; invocation to, in 
"Ode to Naples” (quoted), 
II, 222-3; " true Iwe,” Sal- 
ley’s idea of, II, ^9-61; in Ep- 
ipsychidion, II, 259-61; Shel- 
ley’s definition of, in " De- 
fence of Poetry ” ( quoted ) , II, 
273; and Imagination (quot- 
ed), II, 273: and Ini ni ortality. 
in Adonais, IL 293-4; Sh elley’s 
experience with, in " The Zuc- 
ca” (quoted), II, 338; or In- 
tellectual^^B eauty, survey o i^ 
Shefley^s view of IL 438-44: 
Shelley’s definitions of 

((|uote377 Trr~44J5; Sh^ey^* 
idea pf^ II, T45^?^and ^he 
Sensitive Plant,” II, 563; and 
Electricity, Profesgoj:, Grabo 
on, II, 579 

Lovelace, Lord: Astarte (Lon- 
don, 1921), 716 

Lovell, Mrs. Mary Fricker, sis- 
ter of Mrs. S. T. Coleridge, 
Shelley likes, 184 
Lovell, friend of Charles Clair- 
mont, admJtes Queen Mab, 
474 

Lovers Progress, read aloud by 
Shelley, 11,215 

Low, Captain Gorham P., MS. 

diary of, II, 632 
Lowell, Amy, II, 594 
Lowell, James Russell, II, 575^ 
Lower, Mark Antony: comment 
on Shelley family in The Wor- 
thies of Sussex, 14; History 
of Sussex (2 vols., London, 
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1870), 561; Worthies of Sus- 
sex (Lewes, 1865), 14, 561 
Lowes, John •Livingston: “The 
Witch of Atlas and Endym- 
ion ” {PM.L.A,, March 1940), 
II, 599 

Lowood Inn, Ambleside^ and 
Godwins Fleetwood, 320, 
324 

Lucas, E. V.: Highways and By- 
ways in Sussex ( London, New 
York, 1904), 566; Letters of 
Charles and Mary Lamb 
(London, 1912), II, 641 
Lucca: visits of Shelley to, II, 
21, 213, 214; reported intend- 
ed execution at, II, 339 
Lucca, Baths of: Shelleys at 
(1818), lS-29; Shelleys plan 
to return to, II, 92, 211. And 
see Bagni di Lucca 
Lucerne, 353 
Lucerne, Lake, 358 
Lucian, Shelley reads, 469, II, 
542 

Lucretvi^: and Queen Mab, 277, 
292; Shelley on, II, 234; De 
Rerum Natura, read by Shel- 
ley, 52, 457, 460, II, 207, 542, 
545 

Ludlam, execution of, Shelley 
on, 546 

Lyne, George, his fight with 
Shelley at Etorf, 38, 571 
Lyippouth: Harriet Shelley's ac- 
count of, 237; Shelley on, 237- 
8; Shelley’s mystifying con- 
duct at, 248; Shelley investi- 
gated at, 250, 586; Shelley's 
cottage at, 636; Shelley at, 
640; Shelleys flee from, 251-2 
Lyon, Shelleys stop at, II, 3, 4 
Lyte, Sir Henry Maxwell: His- 
tory of Eton (4th ed., London, 
1911), 568, 569 


M 

Macaulay, Mrs. [Catherine Gra- 
ham] : History of England 
[etc., 8 vols. London, 1733- 
83], read by Shelley, II, 545 
MacCarthy, D. F.: on Shelley's 
writings at Oxford, 95; on 
Shelley and the election of 
Lord Grenville as Chancellor 
of Oxford University, 586; his 
failure to find Shelley's sup- 
posed “ speech " when ex- 
pelled from Oxford, 599; and 
Sir Francis Burdett's corre- 
spondence, 636; and official 
correspondence on Daniel 
Hill's arrest, 641; on Thomas 
Moore's (?opy of Laon and 
Cythna, 745; Shelleys Early 
Life (London, 1872), 578, 
584, 586, 591, 597, 605, 611, 
614, 616, 628, 630, 631, 632, 
633,634, 635,640 
MacFarlane, Charles: absence 
of, in Naples journal of Shel- 
ley and Mary, II, 64», 66; and 
Shelley, visit to Pompeii, II, 
65, 566-7; Reminiscences of a 
Literary Life (London, 1917), 
II, 566, 567 

Machiavelli, Niccol6, in Shel- 
ley's ideal library, II, 234 
Macintosh, W.*. Horsham, Its 
History and Antiquities (Lon- 
don, 1868), 561 

Mackail, J. W.: Life of W. Mor- 
ris (London, 19i01), II, 642 
Mackintosh, Sir James: Shelley 
praises, 333; on Sir Samuel 
Romilly, 492 
Mdcon, II, 3 

McMillan, Buchanan, printer of 
Laon and Cythna, makes trou- 
ble, 548 ® 

MacFherson, James: Ossianic 
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poems, read by Shelley, II, 541 
McPhuns Glasgow Magazine 
(November 1824), article on 
Shelley in, II, 658 
Macready, Ch^irles R., and Kean 
consider stage production of 
The Cenci, II, 580 
“ Mad Shelley,” 37, II, 490 
Madocks, William Alexander, M. 
P.: his embankment project, 
254-5; praised for Tremadoc 
Embankment, 256-7, 262; on 
Shelley's aid tcf the Tremadoc 
Embankment, 257-8; letter of, 
to John Williams onr Shelley 
(quoted), 258; Shelfey rents 
residence of at Tremadoc, 267; 
his tribute to Shtlley's benev- 
olence at Tremadoc, 268; Shel- 
ley sends copy of A Proposal 
for Ptdting Reform to the Vote 
throughout the Kingdom to, 
515; unpublished letters of, to 
John Williams, 642;,and Shel- 
ley s alleged Tanyrallt assault, 
649; p. E. Varney on the fi- 
nancial embarrassments of in 
1815, II, 500-1, 502; passim, 
II, 499 

Madocks estate papers, 644, II, 
489 

Madocks, Mrs. W. A.: Shelley 
meets, 255; *Shelley quotes, 
646 

Madocks, Mr.,»of MarloAv: Shel- 
ley's conversations with, 508; 
acts as Shelley's petty banker, 
517, 540; Shelley owes money 
to, 558, II, 183, 184, 299 
Madocks, Mrs., of Marlow, gives 
alms for Shelley, 518 
Magazine of the Beau Monde, 
London, articles on Shelley in 
(1832-9), II, 409 
Magazine of Useful Knowledge 


and Cooperative Miscellany, 
Owenite periodical, II, 406 
Maggs, Douglas, dl, 571 
Maggs Brothers, Shelley estate 
papers owned by, 692 
Maginn, William, reviewer for 
Blackwoods Edinburgh Mag- 
azine, II, 158 

Maglian, Signor, harbor-master 
at Lerici; and the Don Juan, 
II, 366; Shelley and Williams 
buy gift for, II, 376 
Maid of Sensibility, or the His- 
tory of Edward and Matilda, 
The, 56 

Maine Historical Society, Shel- 
ley letter owned by, II, 462 
Maison Neuve, 353 
Male, Ernest, Librarian of 
Brighton Public Library, 575 
Malone, J.: " Search for Shelley's 
American Ancestor ” ( Cen- 
tury Magazine, August 1892), 
562 

Malthus, Thomas: his theory of 
population, Shelley on, 212, 
213-14, 532, II, 147755*2; Essay 
on Population, read by Shel- 
ley, II, 40 

Man, Isle of, Shelley and Har- 
riet in, 203 

Man of Kent or Canterbury Po- 
litical and Literary Weekly 
Messenger • (November 21, 
1818), The Revolt of /s/^m re- 
viewed in, II, 155, 583 
Man of Letters (April 21, 1824), 
on Bodleian Library's refusal 
of Alastor, II, 638 
Manchester Massacre, the, II, 
105; Shelley's “ Mask of An- 
archy ” on, II, 105-^7 
Manzoni, Alessandro: J Promes- 
si Sposi, admired by Shelley, 
11,233 
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Mannheim, 358 

Manso, Giovanni Battista; Life 
of Tasso [La Vita di Torquato 
Tasso, Venice, 1621], Shelley 
reads, II, 17 

Manuscript venu de St, HiUne, 
read by Shelley, II, 543 ^ 

" Marcus Antoninus ” [*Aure- 
lius?], Shelley orders works of, 
638, 648 

Maresca, Giovanni, on Feder- 
ico del Rosso, II, 589-90 

Marlow: Shelley visits Peacock 
at, 466; Shelley seeks house at, 
466, 476, 478; the Shelleys 
move to, 499, 505, 730; de- 
scription of Shelley s house at, 
505; Shelley’s daily life at, 507; 
Shelley’s charities at, 517-18, 
540; Shelley’s later reputation 
in, 518; Shelley’s poetic activ- 
ity at, 526-36; autumn visitors 
to ( 1817 ) , 536-7; Shelley’s last 
days at, 553; Shelley’s depar- 
ture from, 555; cost of Shel- 
ley’s house-lease and furnish- 
ings at, 718 

marriage, Italian, Mary Shelley 
on, II, 248 

Marshall, George, his friendship 
with Shelley at Oxford, 82 

Marshall, Mrs. Julian; uses His- 
tory of a Six Weeks" Tour, 680; 
and the Hoppirer Scandal, II, 
56J; and Lady Shelley, sup- 
pression of facts by, II, 615- 
16; Life and Letters of Mary 
Shelley (2 vols., London, 
1889), 645, 670, 678, 715, 718, 
720, 723, 740, II, 551, 556, 557, 
571, 572, 573, 576, 582, 588, 
’ 595, 607, 609, 615, 616, 617, 
618, 619, 620, 623, 625, 626, 
628, 629, 630, 632, 633, 634, 
637 


Marshall, Mr., friend of the God- 
wins, 343, 377, 385 
Marsluys, 358, 361, 362 $ 
Martin and Call, Shelley’s Lon- 
don bankers in ,1814, 364 
" Mary Anne,” on Shelley’s Re/u- 
tation of Deism (in Theologi- 
cal Inquirer, March 1815), 
410 

Masi, Serjeant Major; affray 
with, at Pisa, II, 351-3; results 
of affray with, II, 353-4; origi- 
nal documents concerning, II, 
623 

Mason, Laurette, daughter of 
the Masons, II, 180, 188, 207 
Mason, Nerina, daughter of the 
Masons, lit, 180, 188 
Mason, Mr. [Mr. Tighe]: Shel- 
leys meet in Pisa, II, 109; and 
alleged assault on St/elley at 
post office in Pisa, II, 178; vis- 
its Shelleys* in Leghorn, II, 
207; viiyts Shelleys at Baths of 
Pisa, II, 214; his secret trip to 
Bagnacavallo for Clajre Clair- 
mont, II, 349, 622; and see 
Tighe, George William 
Mason, Mrs.: described by God- 
win and by Claire Clairmont, 
II, 109; ^welcomes Shelleys to 
Pisa, II, 109; her friendship 
for Shelleys c^nd Claire, II, 
109-10, 179-80; and Claire 
Clairmont, II, 110; her advice 
to Mary Shelley, II, 162; on 
Godwin’s proposed emigra- 
tion, II, 163; on Shelley’s po- 
litical interests, II, 170; her 
amusing stories, II, 177, 179; 
Shelley’s opinion of, II, 179; 
account of, II, 179-80, 589; 
and Shelley’s “The Sensitive 
Plant,” II, 180; visits Shelleys 
at Baths of Pisa, II, 214, 224; 
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and Claire Clairmont’s situa- 
tion with the Bojtis, II, 227, 
238;« Mary and^ Claire Clair- 
monfs visits to* II, 240, 241; 
Claire Clairpiont corresponds 
with, II, 285; and Allegra 
Clairmont, II, 317; on living 
conditions at Casa Magni, II, 
361; Mrs. Godwin writes to, on 
Godwin’s distress, II, 362; her 
last view of Shelley, II, 376; 
dreams of disaster to Shelley, 
II, 378; letter bf, quoted, II, 
162, 170; passim, II, 246, 281, 
297, 335, 353, 486, ^2, 592, 
606; and see Mountcashell, 
Lady 

Massa, II, 630 • 

Massachusetts Historical Soci- 
ety, Shelley letter owned by, 
II, 468 

Massinger, Philip: Shelley reads, 
II, 171; Shelley claims The 
Cenci no more indelicate 
than, II, 194 
Masson,aDavid, II, 412 
Masten, C. H. K., Vice-Provost 
of Eton in 1938, 568, 569, 570, 
571 

Matthews, Henry, Shelley’s fag- 
master at Eton, 57P, II, 496; 
Diary of an Invalid, 570 
Maurois, Andrd: Ariel (1923), 
11,640 

Mavrocordato,^ Prince: calls on 
Shelleys, II, 240, 241, 281; ac- 
count of, II, 245; Shelleys on, 
II, 245; Hellas dedicated to, 
II, 245, 329; Shelley argues 
with, on Greek revolution, II, 
246; prepares to take part in 
Greek Revolution, H, 282; de- 
parture for Creek Revolution, 
il, 29B-9; in Greece, II, 328; 
Trelawny’s scorn of, II, 603; 


Lady Morgan’s acquaintance 
with, 651 

Maxse, James, student at Uni- 
versity College with Shelley, 
587 . 

Mayence, 358 

Mayne, Ethel C.: Byron (2nd 
ed.* Boston, 1924), 716 
Mazzoni, Guido: Fiori e gloria 
della letteratura inglese, trans- 
lation from Alastor in, II, 641 
Meadows, Mr. and Mrs., ac- 
quaintances of Shelleys in 
Florence, II, 171 
Medwin, Thomas Charles: lends 
Shelley money, 153; advises 
Shelley on his marriage to 
Harriet, 167; Shelley exoner- 
ates of aid in elopement, 168; 
Shelley writes to, on his fi- 
nances, 177, 222-3, 231; Shel- 
ley seeks aid of, 296-7; warns 
Shelley against post-obits, 297 
Medwin, Thomas, Jr.: 

as an associate of Shelley: 
student at Syo n Hou se, 19; 
with Shelley at Fi3d Place, 
54; collaborates with Shel- 
ley on "The Nightmare” 
(lost), 55; interests Shelley 
in Felicia Browne, later He- 
mans, 61; receives Necessity 
of Atheism, 112; sees Shel- 
ley after* expulsion from 
Oxford, 119; with Sjjelley 
in London, 132-3; receives 
copy of Queen Mab, 653; 
Shelley writes to, on his 
health, II, 170; invited to 
visit Shelleys, II, 212; and 
"The Witch of Atlas,” II, 
219; joins Shelleys at BatKs 
of Pisa, II, 227; reminded 
of Shelley in India, II, 228; 
talks of Shelley in Geneva, 
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Medwin, Thomas, Jr. (con- 
tinued) 

II, 228; Shelley s renewed 
association with, II, 228-9, 
232-7; Shelleys opinion of, 
II, 22^9; criticized by Shel- 
ley, II, 229; illness in Pisa, 
II, 231, 601; nursed by Shel- 
ley, II, 231; reads and ad- 
mires Shelley’s poetry, II, 
231; hypnotizes Shelley, II, 
237; calls on Emilia Viviani, 
II, 240, 249; leaves Pisa, II, 
281; return to Pisa, II, 335; 
and Lord Byron, II, 336-7; 
accused of blackmail, II, 
400 

as a biographer of Shelley: 
on Shelley at Syon House, 
20; on Shelley’s sketching at 
Syon House, 21; on Shelley’s 
interest in Adam Walker’s 
lectures, 23; on Shelley’s 
early reading at Field Place, 
24, 26; on Shelley’s early 
taste for the terrific, 41; on 
Sh^ey’s love of boating, 
42; on Shelley’s hunting at 
Field Place, 45; on Shelley’s 
reading Plato’s Symposium, 
50; on Shelley at Eton, 51- 
2, 68; on ‘‘ The Nightmare ” 
( quoted ) , 55; on The Wan- 
dering Jew, 69, 581; on Shel- 
ley’s article in the Morning 
tjhronicle, 75; on St. Irvyne, 
91; on Shelley’s reading and 
memory, 96; on Shelley’s ex- 
pulsion from Oxford, 117; 
on Shelley’s drift toward 
atheism, 136; on Shelley in 
Ireland, 248, 640; on Shel- 
ley’s nearness to insanity, 
317; on Shelley’s mysteri- 
ous disciple and the " Nea- 


Medwin, Thomas, Jr. (con- 
tinued ) 

politan mystery,” 436-7, 
708-10, II, 72; reliability of, 
as a biographer, 436-7, 708- 
10, II, 583; on Shelley’s later 
reputation in Marlow, 518; 
on Shelley and the election 
of Lord Grenville as Chan- 
cellor of Oxford University, 
588; on Shelley’s trip to 
Field Place before his elope- 
ment with Harriet, 610; on 
Shelley’s fear of arrest after 
his return from Ireland, 640; 
on the alleged Tremadoc as- 
sault, 649; on Shelley’s de- 
jection at Naples, II, 70-1; 
on alleged assault on Shel- 
ley iru,post office at Pisa, II, 
178, 589; his descBiption of 
Shelley in 1820-1, II, 228; 
on Shelley’s sensitiveness 
and , intensity, II, 233; on 
Shelley’s literary opinions 
in 1820-1, II, 2^S-A; on 
Shelley’s habits of reading 
and study, II, 233, 235; on 
Shelley’s liveliness and hu- 
mour, II, 236; on Shelley’s 
health in 1821-2, II, 336; 
and Shelley’s reputation, II, 
400-1; on the inaccuracy of 
portraits of Shelley, II, 
522 

opinions {exclusive of Shel- 
ley): 

on Shelley’s great-grand- 
father, 7; on Sir Bysshe Shel- 
ley’s second marriage, 9; on 
Sir Bysshe Shelley, 10; on 
Sir Bysshe Shelley’s mean 
treatment of his daughters, 
10; on Sir Timothy Sheliey, 
11; on Sir Timothy Shelley’s 
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Medwin, Thomas, Jr. (con- 
tinued ) 

niorals, 12-13; on Syon 
House Academy, 19; on Dr. 
Greenlaw, of Syon House 
Academy, 19; on Adam 
Walker’s lectures at Syon 
House Academy, 22; his 
high opinion of Harriet 
Grove, 62; on Harriet Grove 
and Zastrozzi, 579; on Pro- 
fessor Pacchiani, II, 242 
passim: • 

27, 66, II, 182, 285 
works: 

Angler in Wales, The (Lon- 
don, 1834), II, 583 
Conversations • with Lord 
Byron ( London, 1824 ) , 
II, 397, 399, 400 
Lif3 of Percy Bysshe Shel- 
ley, The, with an intro- 
duction and commentary 
by H, Buxtoii Forman 
( Revised Life ) , ( London, 
1^13), citations too nu- 
merous to specify 
Life of Shelley, The (Lon- 
don, 1847), 580 
Memoir of Shelley (Lon- 
don, 1833), II, 297, 400 
"Nightmare, The” (lost), 
60 

Prometheus, translation of, 
indebtedness to Shelley 
in, II, 601 

Shelley Papers, The (Lon- 
don, 1833), 580, 583, II, 
397, 401; prints some of 
"Notes on Sculpture in 
Rome and Florence” in, 
II, 583 

Meissner, Alfr^, his translations 
of Shelley into German 
(1839), II, 639 


Melanie, Mile, danseuse, Shel- 
leys admiration of, 521, II, 
8 

Memoires dun Detenu, Shelley 
reads, II, 542 

Memoirs of a Highland Lady, 
see Grant, Elizabeth 
Memoirs and Portraits of One 
Hundred Glasgow Men, Anon, 
(Glasgow, 1886), 580 
Mengaldo, Chevalier, guest of 
the Hoppners in 1818, II, 
56 

Meredith, George, sees produC' 
tion of The Cenci, II, 575 
Merle, Joseph, Brighton vict- 
ualler, father of Joseph Gib- 
bons Merle, 575 

Merle, Joseph Gibbons, the 
" Newspaper Editor his 
friendship with Shelley, 48, 
574-5, 576, 593; account of, 
48-9, 574-5; his opinions of 
Shelley, 49, 50; offers friend- 
ship to Shelley, 62; and Shel- 
ley's desire to adopt Ijgle girls, 
II, 79; Shelley visits in Lon- 
don, 88; calls at Field Place, 
102; calls on Elizabeth Hitch- 
ener, 265; obituary notices of, 
575; on Shelley s fits of anger, 
662; passim, 132, 137; "Lines 
on the Stage,” in Ackerman’s 
Poetical Magazine; (June 
1809), 575; "A Newsjjaper 
Editors Reminiscences,” in 
Frase/s Magazine (June 
1841), 563, 568, 574, 578, 583, 
591, 593, 599, 645 
Merle, William Henry: Shelley s 
acquaintance with, 574; his 
letter to the Athenaeum on 
Shelley, quoted, II, 489-93; 
Costanza, A Poem, 574; Odds 
and Ends of Verse, 574 
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Mesmer, Friedrich, and Med- 
win s practice of hypnotism, 
II, 237 

metaphysics, Shelley on, 79 
Metaurus, scenery of, II, 58 
Metropolitan Magazine, Lon- 
don, articles on Shelley ( 1833- 
40), II, 409 

Michelangelo, Shelley on paint- 
ings of, II, 86-7 
Michelgrove, Elizabeth, and 
Shelleys doubtful relation- 
ship to Sir Philip Sidney, 
562 

Michell, Catherine, Shelleys 
great - great - great - grand- 
mother, 562 

Michell, Edward, of Stammer- 
ham, father of Shelley’s great- 
great-great-grandmother, 562 
Michell, Mary Catherine, first 
wife of Sir Bysshe Shelley, 8 
Michell, Rev. Theobold, father 
of Mary Catherine Michell, 
8 

Michell estates, settlement of 

(17827r'395 
Michell family, 5, 6, 8 
Middlesex, Painted by John Pul- 
leylove, R. L, Described by A. 
fl. Hope Moncrief (London, 
1907), 564 

Middlesex and Hertfordshire 
Notes and Queries (1896), 
564 

Middleton, Charles S.: Shelley 
and His Writings (London, 
1858), II, 564 

Milan: Shelley’s first impression 
of, II, 7; Cathedral at, praised 
by Shelleys, II, 7-8; opera at, 
Shelleys attend, II, 8 
Milani, Italian painter, Shelleys 
meet in Rome, II, 88 
Military Register and Weekly 


Gazette, etc., London, pub- 
lishes “Ode to Naples,” II, 
223 

Mill, James, Hook on India or- 
dered by Shelley, II, 464 
Miller’s Hotel, Sir Timothy Shel- 
ley’s lodgings in London, 122 
Millingen, Julius: Memoirs of 
Affairs of Greece, quoted by 
Dowden, II, 603 

Milman, Henry H.: suspected by 
Shelley as author of Quarterly 
review of LUon and Cythna, 
II, 583 

Fazio: Shelley sees on stage, 
52l, 555; read by Shelley, 
H, 542 

Milton, John: influences Shel- 
ley’s style, 278; echoes of, in 
Alastor, .420; in Adona i s, JJ , 
^96: Shelley admiresi poetry 
of, 702, H, 304; in Shel- 
ley’s ideal library, II, 234; 
echoes ^ in “The Witch of 
Atlas,” II, 599; Areopagitica, 
read by Shelley, II, 5>41; Co- 
mus, read by Shelley, 394; 
Lycidas, read by Shelley, II, 
541; Paradise Lost, read by 
Shelley, 552, II, 90 (Book I 
aloud), JI, 234 (Shelley ad- 
mires), II, 245 (read with 
Mavrocordato,^, read, II, 540- 
1, II, 542; Paradise Regained, 
read by Shelley, II, 188 
(aloud), II, 234 (Shelley ad- 
mires), II, 541; Prose Works, 
ordered by Shelley, 637; Sam- 
son Agonistes, and Shelley s 
“free” verse in Queen Mab, 
278 

Minerva Press, publishes “blue 
books,” 24 

Minto, A., ed.: Autobiographical 
Notes of the Life of William 
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Bell Scott (London, 1892), II, 
642 

Mira^aud, M., Shelley translates 
from, 241 

Mirror, London, popular journal 
of information, articles on 
Shelley in (1826-40), II, 405, 
406, 409 

Misenum, II, 62 

Missolonghi, Byron’s death at 
(1824), II, 387 

Mitford, J., his conversation with 
Hookham about Shelley, 665, 
II, 614 

Modena, II, 13 • 

Modern Philosophers, read by 
Shelley, II, 542 

Monboddo, Janies Burnett, 
Lord, reading of, possibly 
suggested by Peadbck to Shel- 
ley, ^48; Origin of Language, 
Shelley orders, 278, 638 

Moneypenny, W*. F., and G. E. 
Buckle: Life of Disfaeli (New 
York, 1916), II, 616 

Monson, Lord: ** My Grandfa- 
ther s Reminiscences of Eton,” 
in 'Nineteenth Century (April 
1906), 572 

Mont Alegre: Shelley’s home 
near Geneva ( 1810), 441, 442, 
714; Shelley’s return to, from 
Montanvert,* 457; Shelley’s 
routine at, 457; Shelley’s de- 
cision to leave, 460 

Mont Cenis, Shelleys cross the 
Alps at, II, 6 

Montagu, Basil: consulted by 
Shelley on settlement for Har- 
riet, 368; counsel for Shelley 
in Court of Chancery, 492, 
493, 500, 501 

Montaigne, ^Miguel Eyquem, 
Seigneur: Essays, read by 
Shelley^ 473, II, 542 


Montanvert, Glacier of, 453, II, 
58; described by Shelley, 455, 
457; Shelley’s* inscription in 
album at, 456 

Montem 'Lists at Eton College, 

• 573 

Montemellitto, Princess, Claire 
Clairmont hopes for position 
with, II, 238 

Montenero: Byron rents home 
at, II, 354; and West’s sup- 
posed sketch of Shelley, II, 
533-4 

Montesquieu, Charles de Se- 
condat, Baron de: Lettres Per- 
sanes, read by Shelley, II, 542 

Montgomery, James, minor poet: 
Southey and Shelley talk 
about, 183; Shelley sends copy 
of A Proposal for Putting Re- 
form to the Vote throughout 
the Kingdom, 515 

Montgomery, Robert: Oxford, 
A Poem (3rd ed., London, 
1833; 5th ed., 1835), 584, 586, 
591,598 

Monthly Chronicle, London, ar- 
ticles on Shelley (1839-40), 
II, 409 

Monthly Magazine and British 
Register, London: (May 
1810) lists Zastrozzi, 56, 578; 
(November 1810) lists Origi- 
nal Poetry%y Victor and Ca- 
zire, 58; (April 1816i^ lists 
Alastor, 703; (April 1820) re- 
view of The Cenci in, II, 195, 
591; (June 1821) review of pi- 
rated Queen Mob in, II, 305; 
(September 1822) on Shelley’s 
death, II, 391; articles gn 
Shelley in (1834-40) II, 409; 
passim, II, 582 

Monthly Repository, London: 
articles possibly by R. C. Fare 
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in, 697; on Shelley's death, II, 

391; articles on Shelley, in 
1833, 11,402* 

M onthly Review, London : 

( May 1802) review of George 
Ensor in, 626; (April 181ff) 
review of Alastor in, 422^703; 
(March 1819) review of The 
Revolt of Islam in, II, 583, 
(quoted) II, 157; (February 

1821) review of Prometheus 
Unbound in, II, 131, 300, 301 

Monthly Review, Paris (August 

1822) obituary of Shelley in, 

II, 390, 619 

Montpensier, Due de, alleged 
portrait of Shelley by, 17, II, 

520 

Moon, Temple of the, at Rome, 

II, 60 

Moor, Edward: Indian Pantheon 
[The Hindoo Pantheon, Lon- 
don, 1810], Shelley orders, 638 

Moore, J. T., student at Univer- 
sity College with Shelley, 588 

Moore, Or, John: Journal, read 
by Shelley, II, 540 

Moore, Thomas: Shelley writes 
to, 62; and Laon and Cythna, 

5^, 551, 745-6; Shelley sends 
Queen Mab to, 653; Shelley 
sends The Cenci and Prome- 
theus Unbound to, II, 102; in 
Adonais, II, 297;' Byron s com- 
meyt to, on Shelley s death, II, 

382 

Fudge Family In Paris, The: 
Shelley receives, II, 25; 
Shelley orders, II, 460 
Irish Melodies, Shelley s ad- 
, miration of, II, 234 
Lalla Rookh, read by Shel- 
ley, II, 543 

Life of Byron: Letters and 
Journals of Lord Byron, 
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With Notices of His Life 
(London, 1830), 710, 712, 
II, 397, (504, 630 ^ 

Odes and Epistles, read ^y 
Shelley, 11,543 

Moralist, Richard Garble s, II, 
585 

More, Hannah: Sacred Dramas, 
II, 639 

More, P. E.: "Shelley,” in Shel- 
burne Essays, 7th series (Bos- 
ton, New York, 1910), II, 412, 
414, 417, 645 

Morgan Library, Shelley portrait 
in the;i7, II, 519 
Morgan, Lady Sydney [Sydney 
Owenson], 286 
France, •read by Shelley, 
552, II, 543 

Memoirs (3 vols., Leipzig, 
1863), 651 

Missionary, The: read by 
Shelley,*^ 140, 147, 700; 
praised by Shelley, 144, 
195; and Shelley's Alastor, 
195, 624, 700 ^ 

Patriotic Sketches of Ire- 
land (London, 1807; Bal- 
timore, 1809), 637 
Moritz, Karl Philipp: Tour in 
Englandr [Reisen eines Deut- 
schen in England im Jahr 
1782], read by^Shelley, II, 541 
Morley, John: Life of Gladstone 
(London, 1903‘), 569, II, 637 
M orning C hronicle, London : 
(September 18, 1810) adver- 
tisement of Original Poetry by 
Victor and Cazire in, 57; Shel- 
ley writes letter to, on Lord 
Grenville and the Oxford elec- 
tion, 75, 586; Peter Finnerty's 
letter in, 107; FlTshamble Street 
Theatre meeting described^in, 
215; (January 25, 1817) report 
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of Westbrooks vs. Shelley in, 
725; (March 20, 1817) lists A 
Praposal for Putting Reform 
to the Vote throughout the 
Kingdom, ,515; (August 12, 
1822) on Shelley’s death, II, 
390, 636 

Morning Post, London ( Septem- 
ber 18, 1810), lists Original 
Poetry by Victor and Cazire, 
57 

Morris, William, on Shelley, II, 
413 

Morris, W. O’C.: Ireland from 
1798 to 1898 (Londcm, 1898), 
628, 630 
Mort, 353, 355 

Moschus: and Ad^nais, II, 296; 
Elegy on the Death of Bion, 
Shelley’s translaiion from 
(fra^),II, 295-6; Works, read 
by Shelley, II, 542 
Mountcashell, Lady [“ Mrs. Ma- 
son,” q.v.]; Mrs. Godwin’s let- 
ters to, and Harriet’s alleged 
infidelity, 673; the Godwins’ 
acquaintance with, II, 109 
Moxon, Edward, prosecution of, 
for Queen Mob, II, 167, 
407-8 

Mozart, Wolfgang , Amadeus: 
Don Giovanni, Shelley hears, 
555; Nozze de Figaro, Shel- 
ley’s pleasure in, 521 
Mueschke, Paul, and E. L. 
Griggs: "Wordsworth as The 
Prototype of The Poet in Shel- 
ley’s Alastor** (in P.M.L.A., 
March 1934), 699 
Muir, Mr., transportation of, and 
Paine’s Rights of Man, 639 
Muller, John von: Universal His- 
tory (3 volsr, London, 1818), 
«ead by Shelley, II, 545 
Mumph, 358 


Munday, J., and Original Poetry 
by Victor and Cazire, 93 
Munday and Siatter: sell St. 
Irvyne, 92; their alarm over 
Shelley’s opinions at Oxford, 
• 108, 109; destroy Necessity of 
Atheism and warn Shelley’s 
prmters. 111, 112 
Murray, Alma [Mrs. Alfred For- 
man]: as Beatrice in The 
Cenci, II, 575, 581; pamphlets 
concerning, II, 575 
Murray, John, Byron’s friend and 
publisher: declines Alastor, 
421; Byron sends memento 
from Clarens to, 446; his poor 
opinion of Shelley, 465; his 
misunderstanding with Shel- 
ley over proofs of Childe Har- 
old, 465, 717; rejects Franken- 
stein, 520; publishes Taafe’s 
translation of Dante, II, 246, 
604 

Murray, Sir John: Lord Byrons 
C orrespondence ( London, 

1922), 709, II, 551, J52, 556, 
615, 622 

Musgrave, Lady, Shelley meets 
at Greystoke, 179 
Musical News (December 16, 
1922), on Shelley’s poetry set 
to music, II, 639 
Musset, Alfred de, and Shelley, 
II, 640 

Musto, Gaetana, allege^ mid- 
wife at birth of Elena Ade- 
laide Shelley, II, 71, 80, 548 
Mynors, Edward Eden, Rolles- 
ton to, on Shelley’s expulsion 
from Oxford, 115 

N 

Nanney, Mr., of Gwynfryn, II, 
464; Shelley takes refuge with, 
285 
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Nantgwillt: Shelleys settle at, 
229; Shelley s desire to retire 
to, 233, 25U 331, 335, 383; 
Shelleys leave for Cwm Elan, 
235, 236; Shelley’s . possible 
meeting with Peacock at, 
242 

Naples: mysterious lady of, V09- 

10, II, 70, 72, 267; Shelleys 
plan for going to, fails, II, 36, 
556; Shelley s second plan to 
visit, II, 56; Shelley s journey 
from Rome to, II, 61; Shelley 
witnesses assassination at 
(quoted), II, 61; Shelley’s 
poor opinion of people at, II, 
61-2; Shelley’s sightseeing at, 

11, 62-6; Shelleys domestic 
life at, II, 66-7; Shelley’s plans 
to return to, II, 91-2, 571; revo- 
lution at, II, 221-2, 246; Shel- 
ley on the revolution at, II, 
281-2; State Archives of, II, 
545; Shelley’s health at, II, 
566; Shelley’s alleged at- 
temo te^ suicide at, II, 570-1 

Napoleon: tear of, in England, 
16; Shelley and Mary see re- 
cent battlegrounds of, 354; 
escape of, from Elba, 413; 
Shelley’s sonnet on, 414; Shel- 
ley on, in " Ode to Liberty,” II, 
191 

Narrative of Lordf Byrons Voy- 
age Jo Sicily, Anon., slander of 
Shelley in, II, 402 

Nash, Andrew John and George 
Augustus, money-lenders, 331, 
398; Shelley’s post-obit to, 344 

Nation, New York ( June 6, 13, 
1889), publishes Harriet Shel- 
ley’s letters, 632 

Nation and Athenseum, London 
( April 16, 1921 ) , on Shelley in 
Edinburgh, 611 


national debt, Shelley on*^ aboli- 
tion of, II, 147-9 
National, The, A Library for the 
People, W. J.' Linton’s, Shelley 
items in (183j9), II, 407, 
409 

National Library of Wales, 
Aberystwyth, letters concern- 
ing Shelley in, II, 489 
National Magazine and Monthly 
Critic, London, lists G. H. 
Lewes’s (lost) Life of Percy 
Bysshe Shelley, II, 403 
National Portrait Gallery: Ame- 
lia Curran’s portrait of Shelley 
in, II, \)1; crayon portraits by 
R. Hancock in, II, 526; por- 
trait of Richard Carlile in, II, 
585 

National University of Wales, II, 
489 

Naugis, Lake of, Shelley sails 
paper boats on ( 1814), 371 
Navarino, JPattle of, II, 329 
Neale, Gibbons [misnomer for 
Merle, Joseph Gibbon^, q. v.], 
574, 575 

Neale, Walter G., Jr., and Shel- 
ley’s ‘^The Wandering Jew,” 
580 

Neapolitan Revolution, II, 
221-2; and see Naples, revo- 
lution at 

Necessity: Shelley’s doctrine of, 
foreshadowed »in letter to 
Elizabeth Kitchener, 195; 
Shelley’s doctrine of, 195, 293, 
II, 192, 438; waning impor- 
tance of Shelley’s doctrine of, 
446, II, 126; in Mont Blanc,” 
455; Shelley’s doctrine of, sup- 
planted by Intellectual Beau- 
ty, or Love, 558^ II, 126 
Nencioni, E., his favourable crit- 
icism of Shelley, II, 641 
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Neo-Platonic Philosophy, II, 580, 
598 

Neo-Platonic writers, 616, II, 597 
Nepi, II, 58 

Neufchatel, 363, 354, 356 
Nevill, R.: Floreat Etona (Lon- 
don, 1911), 568, 571, 572 
New Lanark, Robert Owens 
model village at, 734 
New Monthly Magazine, Lon- 
don: (April 1816) lists Alas- 
tor, 703; (April 1819) on the 
Shelley-Byron* party at Ge- 
neva, 716; (May 1820) review 
of The Cenci in, II, l§5-6, 591; 
and T. N. Talfourd’s rejected 
review of Prometheus Un- 
bound, II, 301;* (October 1, 
1822) on Shelley’s death, II, 
391; (1826) article? by William 
E. West in, II, 531^2; Mary 
Shelley’s connection with 
'Hogg’s articles* on Shelley in, 
II, 400; items on tShelley in 
(1830-3), II, 409 
New Moral World, London, 
Owenite journal, items on 
Shelley in (1835-40), II, 406, 
407, 409 

New Pocket Companion for Ox- 
ford, The (Oxford,* 1810), 584 
New Testament, read by Shelley, 
II, 171 (aload), II, 541, 545, 
580 (with Mary) 

New Theatre,*St. Martin’s Lane, 
presentation of The Cenci at 
(November 1922), II, 575 
New Times, London: ( 1819) re- 
view of Rosalind and Helen in, 
II, 103; ( 1824 ) rebuked by Ex- 
aminer for slander on Shelley, 
II, 637 

New York Literary and Scientific 
depository, article on Shelley 
in, II, 302 
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Newark, New Jersey, and the 
Shelley family, 7 
Newgate Monthly Magazine, 
London, radical periodical, 
items on Shelley in (1825-6), 
* II, 406, 409 

“Ne>vspaper Editor, tlie,” see 
Merle, Joseph Gibbons 
Newspaper Stamp Tax, and 
journalistic freedom, II, 405, 
407 

Newton, Sir Isaac: Optics, prob- 
ably read by Shelley, 566; 
Shelley’s possible indebted- 
ness to, II, 579 

Newton, John Frank: his first im- 
pressions of Shelley, 261, 479; 
and Queen Mob, 292, 653; his 
vegetarian and other theories, 
302, 303; and Alastor, 419; ac- 
count of, 656-7; passim, 299, 
308, 312; Return to Nature; 
or, A Defence of the Vegeta- 
ble Regimen, etc. (London, 
1811), 261, 303, 653, 656, 
659 

Newton, Rev. John Frank (son 
of Bishop of Salisbury ) , 658 
Newton, Mrs. J. F.: Shelley goes 
to Vauxhall Gardens with, 
304; her association with Shel- 
ley, 307, 308, 309, 325; sees 
Shelley have spasm, 312; to 
Hogg on tlTe Shelleys in 1813, 
318-19; passim, 319, 380 
Newton children, the, Shelley 
and, 315 

Newton circle, the, 306 
Newton family, the: Shelley’s 
friendship with, 302-4; and 
Harriet, 317, 685; visit Shelleys 
at Bracknell, 318; Shelley’s 
loss of contact with, 370, 685; 
Shelley’s first call on, 645; pas- 
sim, 300, 305, 308, 322 
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Niccolini, G. B.: Beatrice Cenci, 
translation of Shelley’s The 
Cenci into Italian, II, 641 
Nicholls, Edith, Peacock’s grand- 
daughter, on Shelley’s first 
meeting with Peacock, 242 
Nicholson, Margaret, would-be 
assassin of George III, 92 
Nicholson, William: Encyclo^ 
'paedia [The British Encyclo- 
pedia, London, 1807-9, 6 
vols.], 638 
Nimeguen, 358 

Niobe, statue of, Shelley’s ad- 
miration for, II, 583 
Nitchie, Elizabeth, in Times Lit- 
erary Supplement (April 30, 
1938) on ‘‘The Creator,” II, 
609 

Noe, 353, 681 

Noel, Lady, Byron’s bet with 
Shelley concerning death of, 
II, 635 

Nogent, 353, 554 
Nomina Eorum Qui Gradum 
Mediaioff: Doctoris in Aca- 
demia Jacobi Sexti Scotorum 
Regis Quae Edinburgi est 
Adepti Sunt, etc. ( Edinburgh, 
1846), 664 

Norbury, Mr. P., his “ blue 
books,” 24 

Norfolk, Duke of: interest in 
Bysshe Shelley, 9; political pa- 
tron of Timothy Shelley, 12; 
interest in Shelley, 101, 135, 
615-16; attempts to reconcile 
Shelley and father, 168-9, 178, 
290, 296; invites Shelleys to 
Greystoke (1811), 177; Shel- 
^ ley’s appeal to, 275; Shelley’s 
statement to, on his borrowing 
money for elopement, 609, 
610; Shelley on, 617; Hogg^s 
anecdote of Shelley’s dinner 


with, 656; passim, 75, 197, 206, 
259, 589, 652 

Norman, Sylv£^: and Shellfiy’s al- 
leged spurious letter to Mery 
about Harriet, 723; After Shel- 
ley: Letters of Thomas J. Hogg 
to Jane Williams (London, 
1934), 587, II, 621,635 
“ North, Christopher ” [John 
Wilson, q. v.], II, 270; review 
of Alastor in Blackwoods 
Edinburgh Magazine (No- 
vember 1819*), 704 
North British Review (Novem- 
ber 1$47), article on Shelley 
in Ireland, 630, 631, 632 
North Wales Gazette, Bangor 
(October i, 1812), account of 
Embankment meeting, 257, 
643 

Norton, Sara, and M.' A. De 
Wolfe Howe, ed.: Letters of 
Charles Elicft Norton (Boston, 
New York, 1913), II, 642 
Notes and Queries (April 12, 
1862), 745 

Nott, Rev. Dr.: preaches to 
Mary Shelley against atheism, 
II, 339-40, 620; Byron’s satire 
on, II, 340 
Nottingham, 271 
Novello, Mary (see also Clark, 
Mary Cowden): her first 
memory of Shelley, 501 
Novello, Vincent*: Shelley’s ac- 
uaintance with, 501, 556; his 
inners, 501; his opinion of 
Shelley, 503; and Shelley’s pi- 
ano, 505, 730-1; Shelley’s debt 
to, 730-1, II, 183; Shelley 
writes to, II, 604 
Nugent, Catherine: Harriet 
Shelley’s account of, 223-4; 
beginning of Shelley’s friend- 
ship with, 223-4, 632; on Har- 




riet Shelley, 224; invited to 
visit Shelleys at Nantgwillt, 
23(X letter of Harriet Shelley 
to (quoted), 237; A Letter to 
Lord Elleriborough sent to, 
248; Harriet Shelley s account 
of Godwin to (quoted), 260; 
Harriet Shelleys account 
of Elizabeth Kitchener to 
(quoted), 263; invited to visit 
Shelleys at Tanyrallt, 270; in- 
structed to recover Shelley's 
manuscripts •from Dublin 
printer, 279; Harriet Shelley 
writes to, 290, 306, 323; Har- 
riet Shelley writes to, about 
Shelleys desertion, 340 
( quoted ) , 342, 343 ( quoted ) , 
376, 389-90 (quoted); publi- 
cation of Harriet Shelley's let- 
ters t©, 632; passim, 234, 286 

• 

d 

Observer, London (July 9, 
1922), quotes Lady Blessing- 
ton on Shelley's boatman at 
Geneva, 717 

Ockley, Simon: History of the 
Saracens, read by Shelley, II, 
541 

O'Gonnor, Roger, Irish patriot, 
225 

Old [English] Dramatists, in 
Shelley’s ideal library, II, 
234 

Old Testament: Shelley reads 
aloud to Hogg, 124; read by 
Shelley and Mary, II, 580 

Oliver, the spy, Shelley on, 546 

Ollier, Gharles: conversations 
with Shelley and Godwin on 
Princess Okarlotte, 544; re- 
<^eives copy of Queen Mob, 
653 


Ollier, Gharles and James, Shel- 
ley's publishers [Shelley's let- 
ters are addressed either to the 
firm or to Charles Ollier, but 
for unjty of subject they are 
. considered the same in index- 
ing]: become Shelley's pub- 
limers, 515; Shelley sends MS. 
of Address to the People of 
England on the Death of 
Princess Charlotte, 545; their 
difficulties with Shelley over 
publication of Laon and 
Cythna, 548, 549, 551, 552; 
their laxity in 1818 as Shel- 
ley's publishers, II, 101; Shel- 
ley to, on the Quarterly s re- 
view of Laon and Cythna, II, 
156; instructed to publish 
“Peter Bell the Third," II, 
168; and Shelley's debts, II, 
183, 184; Shelley's dissatisfac- 
tion with (in 1820), II, 194, 
(in 1821) II, 347; Shelley to, 
on The Cenci, II, 194; Shelley 
to, on criticisms of The Cenci, 
II, 196-7; instruareoTto send 
Shelley's publications to 
Keats, II, 212; their Literary 
Miscellany and Shelley's “ Ode 
to Naples,” II, 223; Shelley 
commends Medwin's poem to, 
II, 229; Shelley commends 
Taafe's Do^te to, II, 246; Shel- 
ley promises essay on poetry, 
II, 271; Shelley to, on ^donais 
(quoted), II, 303; and sup- 
pression of Epipsychidion, II, 
325-6; Godwin on, II, 328; and 
the publication of Hellas, II, 
330; their remainder of Shel- 
ley's original editions in 1826, 
II, 403; unpublished letters of 
Shelley to (quoted), II, 462, 
463-4; send Shelley packet of 
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reviews, II, 584; Shelley sends 
Epipsychidion to, II, 606 
O’Neill, Miss, (actress: admired 
by Shelley in Milman s Fazio, 
521; desired by Shelley for 
Beatrice in The Cenci, II, 101 
opera: Shelley attends, 520, 555, 
II, 7, 8, 59, 66; possible effect 
of, on Prometheus Unbound, 
II, 134 

ophthalmia, Shelley’s: (in 1817), 
518; (in 1820-1) II, 236, 246, 
250 

Opie, Amelia: 

Adelina Mowbray, or the 
Mother and Daughter 
(London, 1804): probable 
influence on Shelley, 150-1; 
and Elena Adelaide Shelley, 
II, 570; passim, 152, 610 
Simple Tales, II, 639 
opium ( laudanum ) : Shelley 
takes, 193, II, 108; Shelley of- 
fers Mary, 343-4 
Origo, Iris: Allegra (London, 
1935 )J15 
Orleans Hdbse, 20 
"Orra, Tragedy of,” and Jane 
Clairmonr s " horrors ” ( 1814 ) , 
373; and see Baillie, Joanna 
Osservatore Fiorentino, V, 
source of ‘‘ Ginevra,” II, 320 
Otway, Thomas, 4 
Ovid: Metamorphoses, read by 
Shelley, II, 544 

Owen,^ llobert, radical reformer: 
devotion of his followers to 
Shelley’s works, 294, II, 420; 
his visits to Godwin, 458; Shel- 
ley’s Proposal for Putting Re- 
form to the Vote sent to, 515; 
Shelley’s possible acquain- 
tance with, 734; and Shelley’s 
reputation, II, 406-7; passim, 
508 


Owen, Robert Dale, son of Rob- 
ert Owen, and Shelley’s repu- 
tation, II, 407 

Owenson, Sydney, see Mors:an, 
Lady Sydney 

Oxford, the city in 1810, 70 

Oxford, Earl of: Shelley’s ac- 
quaintance with, 301; and 
Shelley, on Sir Timothy, 656 

Oxford, Lady: projected intro- 
duction of Shelley to, 304, 
307; Mrs. Mason on, II, 
^79 

“ ' xford Collegian,” letter of, on 
Shelley’s expulsion, 116, 589- 
90 (quoted) 

Oxford University: in 1810, 70-6; 
curriculum at, 72; expulsion of 
Shelley and Hogg from, 114; 
Shelley continues habits of 
reading and discussion prac- 
tised at, 308; Shelley enters, 
568, 586; expulsion of six stu- 
dents from, in 1768, 585; 
Hogg’s account of, 587; Shel- 
ley and the election of Lord 
Grenville as Chancelfor, 588; 
criticized by Shelley, 588; 
Shelley on the oak as a bless- 
ing at (quoted), 589; Thorn- 
ton Hun^ asserts Shelley’s im- 
moralities at, 595, 596; its ig- 
norance of Shelley (1824-9^ 
II, 638 

Oxford University and City Her- 
ald: Shelley’s possible contri- 
butions to, 95; advertises " Po- 
etical Essay on Existing State 
of Things,” 108; advertises The 
Necessity of Atheism, 110; 
probably read at Field Place, 
586 

Oxford University Calendar, 
The (Oxford, 1810 et seqj.), 
584 



Oxf or University Magazine, II, 
410 


Pacchiani, Francesco: calls on 
Shelley, II, ’239, 240, 241; ac- 
count of, II, 241~3, 602; on 
Sgricci, II, 244; introduces 
Prince Mavrocordato to Shel- 
leys, II, 245; introduces Shel- 
leys to Emilia Viviani, II, 247; 
on Niccold Viviani, II, 248; 
leaves Pisa, II, £81, 603; Claire 
sees in Florence, II, 285; on 
the faculty of Conservatory of 
St. Anna, II, 604 • 

Packe, Charles William: on 
Shelley-baits at ^ton, 38, 39; 
friendship with Shelley at 
Eton, 43; on Shelley’s studies 
at Etqp, 50; Professor Dowden 
on, 573; on Shelley and Zas- 
trozzi, and St. Irvyne, 579 
Padua, II, 32 

Paestum, excursion to,* II, 65 
Page, Mrs., Shelley’s landlady, 
" waifts money,” 380 
Paine, Thomas: Shelley on, 197; 
Eliza Westbrook makes ex- 
tracts from, for Shelley, 207; 
and Queen Mab, 292; Shelley 
intends publishing extracts 
from, 629; Age of Reason, 235, 
II, 104, 166; The Rights of 
Man, 73, 93, 639, II, 421-2, 
544 ( read by Shelley ) ; passim, 
15,249,277, 11,304 
Palazzo Borghese, II, 86 
Palazzo Doria, II, 86 
Palazzo Galetti, Shelley’s lodg- 
ings in Pisa, II, 228 
Palazzo Lanfranchi, Byron’s 
house in Pi^, II, 333, 336, 379 
Palazzo Marini, Shelley’s home 
in Florence, II, 154 
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Palazzo Raspigliosi, Rome, II, 86 
Palazzo di Spada, Rome, II, 86 
Palazzo Verospi, pome, II, 84 
Paley, William, Timothy Shel- 
ley’s claim to have aided, 12- 
.13, 12^; Shelley on, II, 602; 
Moral Philosophy, quoted by 
Shelley, 193 

Palmer, Elisha: Principles of Na- 
ture ( 1st ed., 1802) : R. Carlile 
sentenced for publishing 
(1819), II, 166; in radical li- 
braries, II, 304 

Paltock, Robert: Peter Wilkins 
(1751), read by Shelley, 25, 
29, II, 540; influence of, on 
Shelley, 26, 29, II, 422 
Pamphleteer, London (1821-2), 
J. F. Newton’s Return to Na- 
ture published in, 656 
‘'Panorama of Rome,” Shelley 
sees in London, 555 
Pant Ifan, farm of Robert Wil- 
liams, 282 

Paracelsus, read by Shelley, 41, 
52 

Parato, Damas, translates Ado- 
nais into Italian (1830), II, 
641 

Paris Monthly Review (August 
1822), obituary tribute to 
Shelley in, 728 

Park, Mungo: Journal of a Jour- 
ney in Africa, read by Shelley, 
II, 540, 541 

Parker, Robert, Shelley ’f^uncle: 
as intermediary between Shel- 
ley and his father, 126; re- 
ceives copy of St. Irvyne, 602; 
guardian of Sophia Stacey, II, 
172; Shelley sends regards to, 
by Sophia Stacey, II, 587 
Parkinson: Organic Remains of 
a Former World, Eliza West- 
brook reads, 201 
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Parma, II, 13 

Parr, Dr. Samuel, projected 
meeting of, with Shelley, 
304 ^ 

Parry-Jones, Miss Corbet, com- 
panion of Sophia Stacey, II, 

172 

Partridge, Mrs., acquaintance of 
Shelley s in Pisa, II, 17 
Paschoud, J. J., bookseller in 
Geneva, his relations with 
Shelley, 458, 715 
passive resistance, Shelley on, 

II, 150; see also revenge, Shel- 
ley on 

Paston, George, and Peter Quen- 
nell: To Lord Byron (London, 
1939), letters of Claire Clair- 
mont in, 708 

Paterson, Lieutenant-Colonel 
Daniel: New and Accurate 
Description of All the Direct 
and Principal Cross Roads in 
England and Wales and Part 
of the Roads of Scotland ( 15th 
ed., London, 1811 ), 610 
Patrick^i,’P., William Godwin s 
protege, 621 

Patriot, Dublin ( March 2, 1812 ) , 
notice of Shelley’s Irish activi- 
ties in, 631 

Paul, C. K.: William Godwin: 

His Friends and Contempora- 
ries (2 vols., Lgndon, 1876), 
611, 620, 621, 634, 641, 642, 
644, ‘ 645, 670, 671, 673, 717, 
719, 724, 727, 729, II, 576 
Pausilippo, Grotto of, near Na- 
ples, Shelleys visit, II, 66 
Pavilion, 354 

Peace, Temple of, at Rome, Shel- 
4eys see, II, 60 
Peacock, T. L.: 
association with Shelley: 

Shelley criticizes early 
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Peacock, T. L. (continueld) 

poems of, 241; Shelley 
meets, 242, 261, 637-8; Shel- 
ley s discussions with, at 
Hookham’s in 1813, 300; ac- 
companies Shelleys to Lakes 
and Edinburgh, 320; Shel- 
ley on, 321, II, 209-10; 
friendliness to Shelley, in 
1814, 366, 367, 371; and 
Shelley’s plan to abduct 
“two heiresses,” 372; calls 
on Godwin for Shelley, 377; 
Shelleys sees while in hid- 
ing,. 379; gives Shelley food, 
380; accompanies Shelleys 
on boat trip up the Thames, 
414-16; his association with 
Shelley and Mary at Bish- 
opsgafe, 414, 427; his pre- 
scription for Shelleys illness, 
415; Shelley’s letters to, from 
Geneva, 439; Shelley visits 
at Marlow in 1816, 466, 
478; m Shelley’s will, 467; 
and Shelley’s marriage to 
Mary, 488; talks with Shel- 
ley of refusing to pay taxes 
in 1817, 516; on life at Mar- 
low, 520; and Shelley’s aver- 
sion to the theatre, 521; his 
financial dependence on 
Shelley, 54^.; Shelley’s re- 
view of his “ Rhododaphne,” 
556; Shelley ’seaccount of his 
expulsion to, 599, 600; in- 
fluence of, on Shelley’s read- 
ing, 648; receives copy of 
Queen Mab, 653; supposed 
cause of Shelley’s second 
journey to Lakes and Edin- 
burgh, 662-3; sends books 
and magazinerto Shelleys in 
Italy, II, 25; letters of, ,jto 
SheUey, II, 25, 37, 67-8; 
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Peacock, T. L. ( continued ) 

Shelleys travel letters to, 
frbm Italy, l\, 56-9, 62, 64, 

65, 85, 86; Shelley’s letter to, 
from Pisa (January [11?], 
1821) (quoted), II, 333-4; 
declines Shelley’s invitation 
to Italy, II, 67; seeks the- 
atrical production of The 
. Cenci, II, 101; Shelley sends 
manuscript of Prometheus 
Unbound to, II, 102; and 
Shelley’s deBts in 1821, II, 

300; Shelley’s executor, II, 

385; and Shelley’s IJopes for 
an appointment in India, 

II, 464; garbled letter of 
Shelley to, froih Geneva, re- 
stored, II, 457-9 
on Shelley: • 

on Ihe alleged Tanyrallt as- 
sault, 282, 284; on Shelley’s 
diet, 300; • on Shelley’s 
health, 312, 406^ 674; on 
Shelley’s eccentricities, 313; 
on»Shelley’s sense of hu- 
mour, 314, 509; on Shelley’s 
delusions, 316, 433-4, 661-2; 
delusions of persecution, 

316, 662; on Shelley and 
lanthe, 317; on Shelley’s 
comment on Harriet Grove’s 
marriage, 693; on Shelley’s 
changes of residence, 319, 

II, 327, 432-3; on Shelley 
and wet-nursing (quoted), 

326; on Shelley’s hatred of 
Eliza Westbrook, 332; his 
account of Shelley’s distrac- 
tion over Mary and Harriet, 

344; on Shelley’s estrange- 
ment from Harriet, 348; on 
Shelley "tfnd Harriet and 
• Mary, 348; on Shelley’s 
elopement with Mary, 349; 
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Peacock, T. L. (continued) 

on Mary Godwin and Har- 
riet, 350; on Southey’s atti- 
tude toward Shelley’s elope- 
ment* with Mary, 370, 685; 

* on Shelley’s memories of 
Harriet, 486; on Shelley’s ag- 
itation over Ghancery suit, 
500; on Shelley’s walking 
and health at Marlow, 519; 
on Shelley’s revision of Laon 
and CythnOy 551; on Shel- 
ley’s delusion of elephantia- 
sis, 661; his reasons for de- 
clining to write biography 
of Shelley, 662; account of 
Shelley’s health at time of 
elopement with Mary, 674; 
on inaccurate portraiture of 
Shelley, II, 518 
general and miscellaneous: 
his admiration of Harriet 
Westbrook, 134; Mrs. New- 
ton on, 318, and tlie Boin- 
ville circle, 326; and Mary 
Shelley, 371, 50;^, 539, 

543; laughs at^anes “hor- 
rors,” 374; and Hookham’s 
“treachery,” 378, 379; his 
queer matrimonial tangle in 
1815, 387-8; in prison, 388; 
possible influence of, on 
Byron’s Manfred, 461; Hogg 
plans to •visit, 506; his first 
acquaintance with ^Hogg, 
656, 663-4; II, 388; em- 
ployed at East India Co., II, 
67, 179; letters of (quoted), 
II, 68; his friendship with 
Hogg and Hunt, II, 388; 
Maria Gisborne’s impres- 
sion of, II, 593; passim, 269, 
271, 308, 370, 401, 402, 405, 
448-9, 508, II, 97, 104, 183, 
235, 283^88, 591 
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Peacock, T. L. (continued) 
works: 

" Four Ages of Poetry,” 
Shelley’s disagreement with, 
II, 271; Genius of the 
Thames, criticized by Shel- 
ley, 241; Headlong Hall 
(Halliford ed., 1934)! 643; 
Memoirs of Shelley (Halli- 
ford ed., Vol. VIII, London, 
1934), cited too frequently 
to specify; 'Nightmare Ab- 
bey, caricature of Shelley in, 
387, 705, II, 37, 96; “Pal- 
myra,” Shelley criticizes, 
241; “ Rhododaphne,” re- 
viewed by Shelley, 556; 
Works (Halliford ed., Lon- 
don, 1934), 637, 732, 742, II, 
554, 556, 557, 567, 613, 
618 

Peck, W. E.: on Harriet Grove in 
Original Poetry by Victor and 
and Cazire, 583; on Shelley’s 
alleged immorality at Oxford, 
595-^ on Shelley’s lawyer- 
friend in^ Edinburgh, 610-11; 
on Shelley and C. K. Sharpe in 
Edinburgh, 612; on Shelley’s 
interest in clouds at Keswick, 
616; on the relations of Shelley 
and Sophia Stacey, II, 587; on 
the relations of Shelley and 
Jane Williams, K, 626-7; SheU 
ley:^ His Life and Work 
(Boston, New York, 1927), 
571, 577, 580, 583, 585, 587, 
589, 594, 595, 599, 601, 605, 
611, 612, 613, 616, 627, 629, 
634, 636, 638, 641, 645, 650, 
657, 665, 671, 677, 682, 684, 
“689, 700, 702, 705, 708, 712, 
718, 720, 721, 722, 729, 730, 
734, 737, 742, 743, II, 555, 559, 
566, 568, 587, .600, 606, 607, 


612, 617, 626 (quoted), 632, 
633, 634 

Pecori, Countess, II, 240 ^ 

Peel Papers, the, 631 
Pemberton, Dr., ^Shelley’s Lon- 
don doctor ( 1815), 393, 406 
Penmorfa, Robert Jones in 
church register at, 650 
Pereira, A. B. [Baptista? or Joa- 
chimo? q. V.], 664 
Pereira, Baptista, 653, 664 
Pereira, Joachimo B., 664; Shel- 
ley’s early disciple at Edin- 
burgh, 321; writes sonnet to 
Shelley, 321 

Periodicals, and Shelley’s repu- 
tation, table of, II, 408-9 
Perkins, Ei^asmus, mysterious 
editor of the Theological In- 
quirer, 409, 696, 697 
Perry, Elizabeth Jane*' Sidney, 
marriage, to Bysshe Shelley, 9 
“ Peter Bell the Third,” II, 16^9 
Petrarch: fread by Shelley, 810; 
and Shelley’s worship of Love, 
315; Shelley’s admiration for, 
II, 20, 234, 294; in Shelley’s 
ideal library, II, 234; influence 
of, on Shelley, II, 630-1 

“Ode to Italy,” quoted by 
SheZley, II, 234 

“Trionfe della Morte,” II, 
576 

“Triumph of Chastity,” II, 
631 

“ Triumph of Death,” II, 
631; read aloud by Shel- 
ley, II, 631 

“ Triumph of Fame,” II, 631 

“ Triumph of Love,” II, 630, 
631 

Triumphs, II, 630, 631; and 
The Masque of Anarchy, 
II, 105, 294; and Shelley’s 
Adonais, II, 294; and 
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Ithelley s “ Triumph ^ 
Life,” II, 372-3 

Petroryus, II, 63; read by Shel- 
ley, II, 540 • 

Peyre, H.: Shelley et la France 
(Paris, n. d/[1935?] ), II, 639 
Peyton, Rev. Charles, Shelleys 
pseudonym (1811), 89, 148 
Pforzheimer, Arthur, dealer, 
Shelley letter owned by, II, 

' 344 

Pforzheimer, Carl, collector, 580; 
parts of Claire Clairmont’s 
journal owned by, 670, 681 
Phelps, Samuel, II, 580 • 

Phillips, Barclay, 597 • 

Phillips (or Philipps), C. and 
W., Shelley’s printers, 110, II, 

455 

Phillips, Janetta, poetess: Shel- 
leys ^sistance to, 95-6, 117, 

591, 600; Shelley’s letters to, 

140 

Phillips, Mary Ann, acquaint- 
ance of Harriet Shelley, and 
the discovery of Harriet’s 
body ,^722 

Phoenix, R. Carlile’s, radical peri- 
odical, II, 585 
Piacenza, II, 13 
Pietra Mala, II, 552 
Pike, money-lender, 3^9, 386 
Pilcher, Mr., fijend of Shelley’s 
at Marlow, 508, 732 
Pilfold, Charlcrf:te, Shelley’s aunt 
(Mrs. Thomas Grove), 582 
Pilfold, Elizabeth, Shelley’s 
mother, see Shelley, Mrs. 
Elizabeth 

Pilfold, Captain John, Shelley’s 
uncle: mediates between Shel- 
ley and father, 126, 135; se- 
cures agreement of Shelley 
jnd father, 138; Shelley uses 
library of, 140; Shelley’s 
• » Ixxv 


friendship with, 141; sends 
Shelley money in Edinburgh, 
162; Sir Timothy Shelley 
writes to, on Shelley, 166; 
promises financial aid for Shel- 
. ley’s Irish venture, 197; his op- 
position to Shelley’s continua- 
tion of Irish venture, 225; con- 
demned by Shelley, 231-2; 
defends Shelley’s character 
against Miss Hitchener, 264; 
causes Shelley’s arrest for 
debt, 542; Shelley to, on his ex- 
pulsion and atheism, 601; 
Shelley’s expected visit to, 608; 
causes Shelley’s arrest for 
debt, 742-3; passim, 147, 167, 
178, 200, 602, 613, 635 

Pilfold, Mrs. John, Shelley’s 
aunt: gossips about Shelley 
and Elizabeth Hitchener, 231, 
232; passim, 200, 613 

Pimlico: Shelley’s removal to 
(1813), 296, 305, 317, 654, 
658; Mrs. Boinville and Cor- 
nelia Turner at (1813), 305, 
306 • * 

Pindar, Peter, Shelley reads, 
469 

Pisa: journey from Milan to, II, 
13; Shelleys arrive at (1818), 
II, 13; Shelley’s first impres- 
sions of, II, 14; in 1820, II, 176, 
232; the “ qdd English ” of, II, 
177-8; the Shelleys’ restricted 
social life at, II, 17^9; Alleged 
assault on Shelley in post of- 
fice of, II, 178, 589; daily life 
of Shelleys at (early 1820), II, 
187-9; Shelley’s impressions 
of, in 1820 (quoted), II, 232- 
3; Byron decides to move to 
(1821), II, 317; life of Shelleys 
in ( 1821-2), II, 333-4; Shelley 
with Hunt at (1822), II, 375; 
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passim, II, 92, 108, 589, 590, 

601 

Pisa, Baths of: Shelley takes 
baths at, from Pisa, II, 183; 
Shelley takes lodgings at 
( 1820), II, 211; account of, II, 

213; Shelley’s quiet life at, II, 
213-14, 215; Shelleys dsriven 
from, by flood, II, 227; Shel- 
leys boating at, II, 291; Mary 
Shelley at, in Shelley s absence 
at Ravenna, II, 306; happiness 
of Shelleys at, II, 595 
Pisa, University of, II, 590 
Place, Francis: and Godwin’s fi- 
nances, 386; and Shelley, 386, 

417, II, 507; his opinion of 
Godwin, 429, 554; on Godwin’s 
finances (1813-14), 655; un- 
published autobiography of, 

655; on Godwin’s debts ( 1804- 
14), 689-90; on Godwin’s fi- 
nancial arrangements with 
Shelley, 689-90; MS. papers 
of, 697; comments on financial 
affairs of Godwin and Shelley, 

706; iTfs dislike of Shelley, II, 

503; Charles Clairmont’s let- 
ter to, about Shelley, II, 503-7 ; 
passim, 431, 515, II, 585 
plagiarism, in Original Poetry by 
Victor and Cazire, 59 
Plantis, Louise du [Zoide], and 
Charles Clairmopt, II, 96, 154, 

171, 172, 574 

PlantWJ Mme Merveilleux du, 
the Shelleys’ landlady at Flor- 
ence, Mary Shelley on, II, 154; 
passim, II, 96, 1^, 171, 574, 

582 

Plantis, Zoide du (nickname for 
‘ Louise ) , II, 154; and see Plan- 
tis, Louise du 

Plato: and Shelley’s idea of love, 

559; Shelley orders works of, 

hacvi 


638; read by Shelley, (ll, 163, 
188, 358; in Shelley’s ideal li- 
brary, II, 234; in "Tlje Tri- 
umph of Life,” II, 370; works 
of, loaned by Shelley to by- 
ron, II, 460; pbssim, 277, II, 
602 

Banquet, The, see Symposi- 
um 

Convivium, see Symposium 

Gorgias: read b)) Shelley, II,” 
612; quoted by Shelley, II, 
612 

Ion, II, 277; read by Shelley, 
II, 271; and Shelley’s “ De- 
fe^xice of Poetry,” II, 271- 
2, 273, 277 

Phsedo, ^ead by Shelley, 97, 
II, 188, 545 

Phsedrus, read by Shelley, 
11,188,545 

Republic, The: read by 
Shelley, 97, II, 59, 171 
(aloud), 215, 545, 565; 
and® Shelley’s philosophy 
of reality, II, 135; poets in, 
II, 273 

Symposium, The: read by 
Shelley, 533, II, 544; trans- 
lated by Shelley, II, 20, 
22-5; quoted, II, 22-3; 
pas^m, 50, 576, II, 269 
Platonic love, 70^ 

Plimpton, Mr. and Mrs. George 
A., II, 524 

Pliny, 524; read by Shelley, 457 
Epistolse, read by Shelley, II, 

542 

Natural History: Shelley trans- 
lates half of, 50, 576; and 

Shelley’s atheism, 52 
Plumer, Sir Thomas, 314 
Plutarch, II, 598; ordered by 
Shelley, 638; read by Shellgy, 
523, II, 541, 597; Lives, read 


by Jihelley, II, 66, 542; Morals, 
11,597 . 

Poe,JEdgar Allan, and Shelley, 
II, 414 

Poetse Grsec}, Eton textbook, 
34 

Poetical, Magazine, London 
(June 1809), and Shelley and 
Gibbons Merle, 575 

Poetical Register, and Reposi- 
tory of Fugitive Verse, The, 
London ( 1810-11 ) , reviews 
Original PoetPy, 58, 59 

Poland Street: Shelley’s lodging 
in, 119; and freedom, 357 

Pole, Wellesley, and* Shelley’s 
box to Elizabeth Hitchener, 
227 

Polidori, Dr. John William, By- 
ron’s physician ^t Geneva: 
on Shelley, Mary, and Hogg 
affair, 401; reaches Geneva 
•with Byron, 439-40; surliness 
and unhappiness of, at Diodati, 
442-3; prepares to commit su- 
icide, 443; at Montanvert, 456; 
arrest of, in Geneva, 457; dis- 
missed by Byron, 461; disgusts 
Shelley, 461; his description of 
Shelley, 463, 711; Shelley tells 
of his father’s wish to confine 
him as insane, 574; his sister 
marries Gabriele Rossetti, II, 
66; The Diary of (ed. W, M. 
Rossetti, Lt)ndon, 1911), 574, 
579, 693, 710, 711, 712, 715, II, 
589; Ernestine Berchtold, 444; 
The Vampire, 444 

Poligny, 438 

Political Register, Cobbett’s, 514; 
and the Theological Inquirer, 
409; read by Shelley in Italy, 
11,104 •• 

Bollard, Graham, on the genu- 
ineness of Shelley’s letter to 


Mary about Harriets suicide, 
723 

Polybius, works, of, ordered by 
Shelley, 638 

Pomerance, Emilia Viviani at, II, 
. 319 

Pompeii, Shelley’s excursions to, 
n, 64-5, 566-7 
Pontarlier, 353, 355 
Pont Bonvoisin, Shelley’s diffi- 
culty with the customs at 
(1818), 11,5 
Ponte Malle, H, 87 
Pontine Marshes, the, II, 61 
Poor Mans Guardian, The, radi- 
cal journal of Henry Heth- 
erington, advertisements of 
Queen Mob in, II, 407 
Pope,Alexander,Byronon, 11,816 
Pope, Dr., of Braclmell, Shelley’s 
acquaintance with, 427 
Pope Pius VII, Shelleys see, II, 
87 

Porson, Professor, his satire on 
George IV in Examiner, II, 
225, 600 

Portici, visited by Shelley from 
Naples, II, 65 

Portmadoc, letters concerning 
Shelley discovered at, II, 489 
Portsmouth, arrival of Shelley’s 
party at ( 1816 ) , 462 
Posidonia, Shelley’s excursion to, 
from Naples, II, 65 
Potenger, R., fellow student with 
Shelley at University College, 
588 

Pottle, Frederick A.: Shelley and 
Browning ( Chicago, 1931 ) , II, 
638 

Powell, G. H., ed.: Reminis- 
cences and Table Talk of Sam- 
uel Rogers (London, 1856, 
1903), 742, II, 620 
Power, Juli%^. : Shelley in Amer- 
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tco in the Nineteenth Cen- 
tury, etc. ( Lincoln, Nebraska, 
1940), II, 639 

Pozzuoli: Bay of, II, 62; ruins of, 

II, 63 

Prato Fiorito, II: Shelley’s visit 
to, in 1818, II, 19, 20; and his 
“ Ode to the West Wind “ and 
Epipsychidion, II, 553 
Pratt, Willis M., on printing of 
The DeviVs Walk, 633 
Praz, Mario, II, 641 
Previt4-Orton, Charles W., of St. 

John’s College, 598 
Price, James Thomas, Shelley’s 
best friend at Eton, 43, 567, 

573 

Primrose Hill, Shelley’s walks to 
(1814), 371 

Prince of Montauban, or. Times 
of Terror, The, 56 
Prince Regent, the (later George 
IV, q. V. ), gives f6te at Carlton 
House, 143; Shelley on, 216; 
Hunt on, in Examiner, 272-3, 

647, IIj427; Princess Charlotte 
weeps for® 544; separation of 
Princess Caroline from, II, 224 
Proclus, Taylor’s translation of, 
11,599 

Procopius, ordered by Shelley, 

638. 

Procter, B. W. [“ Barry Corn- 
wall,” q. V.]: Shelley on, II, 

234; an admirer of Shelley, II, 

395 

Prometheus, Shelley’s first, 29 
Prometheus Desmotes, Shelley 
reads, 524 

Prompter, R. Carlile’s radical 
journal, II, 585 

PA)thero, R. E.: Letters and 
Journals of Lord Byron (Lon- 
don, 1898; New York, 1902), 

480, 708, 710, Xll, 712, 715, 
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717, 737, II, 574, 590, 6!]2, 634 
Provins, 353, 356 . 

Ptolemaeus, see Ptolemy / 
Ptolemy, Shelley orders, 277 638 
Public Records Office, letters 
about Shelley in, 634-5, 641 
Pugnano: the Williamsf3s at, II, 
290-1; the Shelleys visit Wil- 
liamses at, II, 298; Mary Shel- 
ley visits Williamses at, II, 306; 
Claire Clairmont visits Wil- 
liamses at, II, 327; Mary Shel- 
ley’s desire to live at, II, 376 
Pyrenees, the, Charles Clairmont 
in, 458“ 

Pythagoras, Shelley orders works 
of, 638; passim, II, 597 

^ Q 

Quarterly Beview, London: 
and Shelley: • 

(January 1818) on Shelley 
at Eton, 37; read by Shelley, 
II, 25;. Shelley on, 11,27, 161; 
its veiled attack on Shelley 
in review of Frankenstein, 
II, 38; (May 1818) attacks 
Shelley in review of Hunt s 
Foliage, II, 27, 554; Leigh 
Hunt to Shelley on its at- 
tacks, JI, 67; (April 1819) 
and the alleged assault on 
Shelley in Pira, II, 178, 589; 
Shelley’s unfinished letter 
to, II, 156; influence of its 
unfavourable criticism on 
Shelley, II, 302; Shelley re- 
quests Byron to return copy 
of, II, 460; ( March 1840) on 
Robert Owen and Shelley, 
II, 406 

on Shelleys works: 

(January 1817) and A Pro- 
posal for Putting Reformdo 
the Vote, 515; fails to review 



Index ' 

Quarth'ly Review, London ( con- Racine, Jean: PhMre, compared 
tinned) ^ to The C end, 11,581 

Tjie ^Revolt of Islam, 559; RadclifiEe, Mrs. ^nn: read by 

(April 1819) attacks Laon Shelley, 25, 30; The Italian, 

and Cythna, II, 156-7, 583; read by Shelley, II, 540 

Shelley reads, on Laon and Raphael, Shelley admires paint- 

Cythna and The Revolt of ings of, II, 86 

Islam, II, 155-6; review of Ravenna: Shelleys arrival at 

Laon and Cythna and The (1821),II, 306; Byron shouse- 

Revolt of Islam (quoted), hold at (1821), II, 315 

II, 156-7; Shelley on its re- "Real Truth about Shelley’s 

view of Laon and Cythna Heart, The,” Anon., article in 

and The Rc'^olt of Islam, II, My Magazine (London, Nov- 

155-6, 197-8, 582; and The ember 1933), II, 635 

Revolt of Islam ( article in Records Office Depot, papers on 

Examiner, Septerhber 26, Daniel Hill’s arrest discovered 

October 3, 10, 1819 ) , H, 133, in, 250 

157,584; (October 1821) re- Redfern, an oppressed Irishman 

view of Prometheus Un~ (1812), Shelley plans to aid, 

hoimd, H, 131, 1^2, 300, 301, 234 

58(\ (October 1821) dis- Reed, T. Wemys: Life of Rich- 
honest comment of, on ard Monckton Milnes (Lon- 

• "Ode to Liberty,” II, 591; don, 1890), II, 638 

its articles on Shelley ^ Reims, II, 3 
( 1826-40 ) , H, 4(f8, 409, 637 religious inequalities, Shelley on, 

miscellaneous: II, 147; and see also Catholic 

on George Ensor’s writings Emancipation, and ^Jhelley’s 
(December 1811), 626; re- Irish speeches and pamphlets 
view of Frankenstein in, II, Reni, Guido, see Guido Reni 
27; its attack on Keats, II, Rennie, Sir John: on Syon House 
281,808; passim, J17, 11,582 Academy, 19; on Shelley’s 

Queen Caroline, scandal, II, scholarship and imagination at 

224-5^46 , Syon House Academy, 20-1; 

Quiller-Couch, Sir Arthur, writes on Shelley excitability at Sy- 
on Shelley, H, 412 on House Academ)i,( emoted ) , 

Quirinal, fountain of the, Shel- 26-7; on Tredcroft, 567^ Awfo- 

ley on, II, 86 biography ( London, 1875 ) , 

564, 565, 566, 567 
^ Renzuli, M., II, 641 

Rabault and Lacretelle: Reply to the Antimatrimonial 

de la Revolution, read by Shel- Hypothesis and Supposed 

ley, II, 542 Atheism of Percy Bysshe Shdl- 

Rabbe, Felix, translates Shelley’s ley, as Laid Down in Qu^en 

y^orks into French ( 1886), II, Mab, Anon., II, 305 

640 Republican, ^arlQe s ; (Decem- 
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ber 27, 1822) oflEers original revolution, Shelley on, II, 329-30 
edition of Queen Mab for sale, Reynell, printer of Journal of a 

653, II, 58{5; (February 1, Six Weefcs" Tour, SKellejys un- 
1822) on Clark’s behaviour paid debt to, II, 183-4 
following indictmenj for pub- Reynolds, John Hamilton: 
lishing Queen Mab, II, 305, praised with Keats and Shelley 

614; (August 16, 23, 1822) on in Examiner, 475; a visitor at 

Shelleys death, II, 390,* 391; Hunt’s, 479; Shelley spends 

(December 15, 1826) lauda- evening with, 499, 500; Peter 

tory article on Shelley in, II, Bell: A Lyrical Ballad, review 

405 of, in Examiner, II, 168 

Resina, II, 64 Rhayader, near Cwm Elan, 229, 

Retrospective Review, London 582 

(1820), article on Shelley in, Rheinfelden, 358 
11,302 Rhine River, Shelley’s journey 

Reuss River, 358 down,‘358, 360, 596 

Reveley, Henry: and his steam- Ricci, Appolonia, Shelley’s 
boat, II, ^ 16-17, 19, 164-5 neighbour, in Leghorn, II, 207 
( Shelley ’^Werest in ) , II, 206- Ricci, Seymour de, 723; Bihliog- 

7 and 584 ( Shelley’s financial raphy qf Shelleys Letters 

aid to ) , II, 229 ( abandonment ( Paris, 1927 ) , II, 454,»455, 456, 

of project), II, 288, 299, 348, 460, 461, 462, 463, 464 

611, 613; his notes on Shelley Rice, Hugh S., lunar calculation 
in Shelley and Mary, II, 611; . by, 650 
Shelleys recommend Paolo Rice, Richard, in Spectator, on 
Foggi to, II, 171; his projected Shelley’s departure frpm Leg- 

trip ro Eftgland, II, 180; Shel- horn, II, 632 

ley uses his study, II, 202; Richard, Thomas, librarian of 
Mary Shelley teases, II, 207; University College of North 
his study at Casa Ricci, II, Wales, 643 
208; his association with Shel- Richards, yV, M., of Portmadoc, 

ley in 1820, II, 230; Shelley’s 642, 644, II, 489 
coldness toward, II, 281; se- Richardson, Sa^nuel:^ , Clarissa 
cures boat for Skelley, II, 286; Harlowe, read by Shelley in 

calls oiiathe Shelleys, II, 287; Italian, II, 13; Pamela, read by 

Shelley on, II, 288; and Claire Shelley, II, 542 

Clairmont, II, 610 Richter, Helene, II, 640 

Reveley, Mrs. Maria (later Gis- Ricketts, J., at University Col- 
bome, q. V. ), 661, II, 15 lege with Shelley, 588 

revenge, Shelley on, II, 113, 150 Riclman, Clio: Shelley orders 
Review of Reviews ( July, 1922), books from, 243; “ Poems by,” 
' picture of Shelley’s cottage at Shelley orders, 638 
Bishopsgate in, 698 Rickman, John, Southey’s letter 

reviewers, Shelley’s attitude to- to, on Shelley’s expulsion, 114, 
ward, II, 307 185, 618 ( quoted ) 
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Ridley, C. J.: on Shelleys expul- 
sion, 11^5, .117, 598; on Hogg, 
115^ Professor Dowden on, 
599 

Ritson, Joseph: Essay on the Ab- 
stinence from Animal Food, 
657 . 

Riviera di Chiaia, No. 250, Shel- 
ley's lodgings in Naples, 61 

.Robbia, Marquesa Emilia Vivi- 
ani della: translates Emilia 
Viviani's letters, II, 466; Vita 
di una Dortna ( Florence, 
1936), cited, II, 466, 467, 468, 
470, 471, 474, 476, 477, 478, 
479, 480, 481, 482, 483, 484, 
485, 595, 602, 604, 605, 611, 
617, 618 

Roberts, Captain Daniel, a 
friend of Trelawny: and Shel- 
ley's boat, II, 342; Shelley 
thanks for the Don Juan, II, 
365; paints "Don Juan" on 
Shelley's boat, II, ^66; visits . 
Shelleys (1822), II, 367; ac- 
companies Shelley and Wil- 
liams to Leghorn, II, 374, 
534; watches Shelley's depar- 
ture for San Terenzo, II, 
376; informs Trelawny of 
bodies at Viareggio, II, 380; 
salvages the Don Juan, II, 
632, 683; passim, II, 340, 
629 

Roberts, Dr. William, Shelley's 
surgeon at Carnarvon, 255^; 
furnishes Shelley's bail, 256, 
643; Shelley owes money to, 
274; letters of, about Shelley in 
Wales, 643 

Roberts, W. G., on Dr. William 
Roberts, 643^ 

Robertson, Rev! Joseph: marries 
Shelley and Harriet, 156, 611; 
later transported, 611 


Robertson, William: 

History of America (1777): 
Shelley orders, 638; read by 
Shelley, II, 215, 545 
History of Charles V, read by 
• Shelley, II, 545 
HiMory of Scotland (1759), 
*Shelley orders, 638 
Knowledge of India (1791), 
Shelley orders, 638 
" Robin Pant If an " [Robert Wil- 
liams]: his account of Tany- 
rallt assault, 282; Mrs. Wil- 
liams-Ellis on, 650 
Robinson, Henry Crabb: on the 
trial of Daniel Isaac Eaton, 
236; on Shelley, 504, 546, 558, 
729; Diary of ( October 1819), 
on Carlile's trial, II, 585, 729 
Rodd, Sir Rennell: and Shelley's 
tombstone, II, 384; " The Prot- 
estant Burial Ground in Rome 
(A Personal Reminiscence) " 
in Bulletin and Review of 
the Keats-Shelley Memorial 
(Rome, 1913),II 634r.5 
Rodd, Thomas, publishes Shel- 
ley's Address to the People of 
England, 744 

Roe, James, friend of Shelley at 
Oxford, 82,117 

Rogers, Samuel: Shelley meets, 
541; Shelley on, II, 234; visits 
Byron in PSa, II, 336, 620; as a 
poet, Shelley and B^o%on, II, 
337 

Rolleston, Matthew: on Shelley's 
expulsion, 115: " Moses,"" Ma- 
homet," " The Anti-Corsican,” 
599 

Rolleston, Maude: Talks witji 
Lady Shelley (London, 1925), 
563, 689, II, 635 
Rolleston, T. W., II, 582 
Romancist awiNovelist Library, 
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The, publishes St. Irvyne, 56, 

589 

Rome: Shelle/s first sightseeing 
in, II, 59-60; Shelley describes 
ruins of ( quoted ) , IP, 60; Shel- 
ley's second journey to, II, 84; 
Shelley and party enjoy fights 
of, II, 84-7; Shelley on foun- 
tains of, II, 86; Shelley's opin- 
ions of paintings in, II, 86-7; 
Protestant cemetery at, II, 383; 
Shelley’s letter to Peacock 
from, II, 565 

Romilly, Sir Samuel, counsel for 
Westbrooks, 492, 493 

Roscoe, William: Life of Lor- 
enzo de Medici (1796), Shel- 
ley orders, 638 

Rose, Polly: “ adopted ” by Shel- 
leys, 511-12; Shelley's play 
with, 511-12; on Shelley at 
Marlow, 519; Shelley tells stor- 
ies to, 553; letters of, to Lady 
Shelley, 733 

Rosenbach, Dr. A. S. W.: owns 
letter referring to Fanny Im- 
lay's suicide, 720; owns Mari- 
anne Hunt's bust of Shelley, 

II, 521 

Rosini, Professor, of Pisa: and 
Sgricci, II, 244; and the mis- 
taken dating of Epipsychidion, 

II, 606 

Roskilly, Dr., Shelley's physician 
at NtptSs, II, 65, 66 

Rosmilly, M. [Roskilly?], II, 66 

Rospigliosi, Princess, and Emilia 
Viviani, II, 251 

Rossetti, Gabriele, Shelley meets 
in Naples, II, 66 

Rossetti, William Michael: re- 
trieves part of Shelley's lost 
poem on Carleton House f^te^ 

143; (in Fortnightly Review, 
January 1871)T^uotes letter 
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of town clerk of Barnstable on 
Shelley's suspicious; activities, 
586; makes corrections Ki Shel- 
ley's letters garbled by Hogg, 
603; his dating of Shelley’s 
" Essay on Christianity,” 653; 
informed by Trelawny of Shel- 
ley's attempted suicide, 674; 
member of Shelley Society, II, 
412; mentions Williams's por-* 
trait of Shelley, II, 527; praises 
The Cenci,^ II, 580-1; first 
prints episode of Shelley and 
the Gisbornes’ servants, II, 
593; t's dating of Shelley’s 
essay On Love,” II, 606; 
his dating of Shelley's " Es- 
say on CKristianity,” II, 619; 
Memoir of Shelley (London, 
1886), n, 403, 567; "Shel- 
ley 1812-1813,” ‘in Fort- 
nightly Review (January 
1871), 586, 633, 634, 640, 641; 
ed.: Shelley's Poetical Works 
(London, i870), 704; "Talks 
with Trelawny,” in APhenaeum 
(July 15, 1882), II, 571, 
572 

Rosso, Federico del, Shelley’s at- 
torney at Leghorn, II, 181, 214; 
and Elena Adelaide Shelley, 
II, 181-2, 201; account of, II, 
589-90 

Rotterdam, Shelly party arrives 
at (1814), 358, 361 

Rouen, 462 

Rousseau, Jean Jacques, 362; 
Shelley on, 213, 446, II, 631; in 
Shelley's " The Triumph of 
Life,” II, 370-1 
Julie, 522, 523; read by Shel- 
ley, 445 ^ 

Emile, 365, 366, II, 542 
Nouvelle HSloise, La, 712; 
read by Shelley, II, 542 
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Reveries, read by Shelley, 
II, 541 
Rouvray, 461’ 

Rowa^, Hamilton, Irish patriot: 
Shelley's note to, 209; his neg- 
lect of Sheltey, 225 
Rowley, George, Dean of Uni- 
versity* College, 76, 113; a 
petty disciplinarian, 87; offi- 
ciousness of, 586, 595 
Hdyal Bourbon Museum, Naples, 

11, 65, 66 

Rumford, Benjaijiin Thompson, 
Count, on Stoves, Shelley or- 
ders, 638 

Ryan, Major, Shelley accusa- 
tions of adultery against, 345- 
6 

Ryan, Mr., of Dublin [Major 
Ryan?], 300, 673, 675 
Ryan, Brevet-Major Matthew, 
probaoly the Major and Mr. 
Ryan of ShelW and Harriet, 
675-6 

Ryan, Major Richard, not the * 
Major and Mr. Ryan of Shel- 
ley aifd Harriet, 675-6 

S 

‘‘ S., Dr. John,” Harriet Shelley's 
Quaker doctor, 301* 

Sackville, Thomas, 4 

Sadler, TTev. N^r., of Horsham, 

12, 571 

Sadler, Sir Michael, 598 
Sadler's Wells, Samuel Phelps 
desires to stage The Cenci at, 
II, 580 

Saint Anna, conservatory or con- 
vent of: Emilia Viviani at, II, 
240, 247, 248; and Allegra 
Clairmont, JU, 317 
St. Augustine: Confessions of, 
quoted by Shelley, II, 347, 580 


Sainte-Beuve, Charles Augustin, 
and Shelley's reputation in 
France, II, 640 

St. Croix, Marianne de. Pea- 
cock's fiancee, 372, 387, 388 
Saint-Di 2 fier, II, 3 
Sf. Godwin, Anon., read by Shel- 
ley, II, 540 

St. Irving's, Duke of Norfolk's 
house at Horsham-Strode, 
589 

Saint-Jean-de-Maurienne, II, 6 
St. John, Jane, marries Sir Percy 
Florence Shelley, H, 387. See 
also Shelley, Lady Jane 
St. Martin, 452 
Saint-Omer, II, 3 
St. Pancras Churchyard: Mary 
Godwin visits mother’s tomb 
in, 335, 338 and 371 (with 
Shelley): bodies of William 
Godwin and Mary Wollstone- 
craft moved from, to St. Peter's 
Churchyard, Bournemouth, II, 
635 


St. Peter's, Rome: Shelley visits, 
H, 87, 565; ShellQj/ on,*II, 86 
St. Salvador, hermitage of, II, 63 
St. Sulpice, 353 

St. Tammany's Magazine, New 
York (November 9, 1821), Jre- 
prints Shelley's disavowal of 
Queen Mob piracy, H, 614 
Sair, M. R. de, with Shelley and 
Mary in Paris ( 1814), 352 
Salerno, II, 65 ^ ^ 

Sallanches, 452; Shelley's inscrip- 
tion at, 456 

Sallust, read by Shelley, 11, 541 
Salt, H. S., II, 412; on “Julian 
and Maddalo,” in Shelley So- 
ciety Papers (1887), II, 559; 
on The Cenci, II, 581; Memo- 
ries of Bygone Eton (London, 
n. d.), 568, 571; Percy Bysshe 
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Shelley, Poet and Pioneer, II, 
416, 639, 642; Shelley Primer 
(London, 1880), 737 
Salt Hill, Shelleys retreat to 
Windmill Inn at, 400 
San Giulano, Baths of, II, 211; 

and see Baths of Pisa 
San Pellegrino, Monte: Shelley’s 
ascent of, II, 20, 214, 553; and 
Shelley’s “The Witch of At- 
las,” II, 215, 599 
San Terenzo, Shelley’s home at 
(1822), II, 355; crude natives 
of, II, 361; Mary Shelley’s mor- 
bid hatred of, II, 361; fiesta at, 
II, 380; Shelley’s affair with 
Jane Williams at, II, 627, 628; 
passim, II, 360, 623, 633 
Sandham, William, Shelley bor- 
rows from ( 1811 ), 96, 591 
Sappho, Shelley orders poems of, 
638 

Sarrazin, Gabriel, and Shelley’s 
reputation in France, II, 640, 
641 

Sarzana, II, 360, 365 
“Satanic School, ” the, Southey 
on, II, 305 

Saunders News-Letter, Dublin 
(February 29, 1812), and 
Shelley’s Irish activities, 631 
Scheggia, II, 58 

Schiller, Johann Ghristophe 
Friedrich von: ^aid of Orle- 
ans, Shelley reads with Med- 
win,^1^33; in Shelley’s ideal 
library, II, 234 

Schlegel [August Wilhelm?], 
Shelley reads aloud, II, 4 
Schmidt, Julian, and the reaction 
against Shelley in Germany, 
11,640 

Schubart, Ghristian Friedrich 
Daniel: “ The Wandering 
Jew,” Shelley’s discovery of, 


580-1, II, 424; quoted by Shel- 
ley, 106. See also Wandering 
Jew ^ ^ 

science, and Prometheus Un- 
bound, II, 129 

Scoles, Mr., attends Shelley’s fu- 
neral in Rome, II, 383 

“ Scotch metaphysicians,” Shel- 
ley reads, 98 

Scott, John, editor of London 
Magazine, Shelley on his sup- 
posed review of The Cenci, II, 
196 

Scott, R., publisher of Military 
Register, II, 223 

Scott, R.*P., ranks The Cenci, II, 
581 

Scott, Sir Walter: Shelley writes 
to, 62; Godwin on Shelley’s ad- 
miration for, 278; and Shelley’s 
early styfe in poetry, ^79; and 
Blackwoods Magazine, Mary 
Shelley on, II, 162; Shelley’s 
respect for novels of, II, 233 
Black* Dwarf, 696 
Lady of the Lake, The, 577; 
read by Shelley, S2; Shel- 
ley orders for Harriet 
Grove, II, 455 
Lav of the Last Minstrel, 
The, 577 
Marrnion, 577 

Rokeby, read aloud by Har- 
riet Shelley, 30^ 

Tales of my Landlord, read 
by Shelley, II, 543 
Vision of Don Roderick, 
The, Shelley orders, 141 
Waverley, read by Shelley, 
II, 543 

Scott, William Bell: on Shelley, 
II, 413; his etching of Shelley, 
II, 521 

Scourge, R. Carlile’s radical jour- 
nal, II, 585 



Scriptores Grseci et Romani, 
Eton textbook, 34 
sculpture, Shelley’s interest in, at 
Florence, II, 1S5 
Scythrop, Peacock’s caricature of 
Shelley in Nightmare Abbey, 
427 . 

Secheron, 439 

Sen, A.: Studies in Shelley (Cal- 
, (^titta, 1936), 577 
Seneca: Works, Shelley orders, 
638; read by Shelley, II, 541 
Serchio, River, fl6od of, II, 227 
Serpentine: Shelley sails boats 
on, with Medwin, 132^ Harriet 
Shelley’s body found in, 482 
Severn, Joseph: and Shelley’s fu- 
neral at Rome, II,»383, 634; his 
painting of Shelley in Rome, 
II, 522 

Severus,*Septimius, Arch of, II, 
85 

Se^t, Julius, translates Shelley’s 
poetical works intc^ German, . 
II, 639 

Seymouu, his anecdote of Shel- 
ley at Eton, 42 

Sgricci, Tommaso, Italian impro- 
viser: friend of Shelleys in 
Pisa, II, 240, 241; account of, 
II, 243-^; the Shelleys on, II, 
243-5; leaves Pisa, II, 281; 
Claire^lairnK)nt sees in Flor- 
ence, II, 285; later life of, II, 
603 

Shakespeare, William: Shelley 
orders, 278; Shelley reads, 361, 
420,.552, 699 (aloud), II, 171, 
541 (aloud); Shelley’s possi- 
ble acting in plays of, 699; in 
Shelley’s ideal library, II, 234; 
Shelley and Byron on, II, 337, 
620 

® Antony and Cleopatra, read 
by Shelley, II, 543 


Cymbeline, read aloud by 
Shelley, II, 40 

Henry IV, »ead aloud by 
Shelley, II, 188 

Henrjy VIII, read by Shel- 
ley, II, 21 

King Lear: causes Jane 
Clairmont’s horrors,” 
359; The Cenci ranked 
with, II, 581 

King Richard II: Shelley 
quotes, 510; read by Shel- 
ley, II, 21 

Macbeth: echoed in Ado- 
nais, II, 294-5; Shelley 
recites, II, 495 

Midsummer Night's Dream, 
A, possible echo of, in 
Rosalmd and Helen, 748 

Tempest, The, Shelley’s fa- 
vourite play, II, 366; quot- 
ed on Shelley’s tomb, II, 
383 

Winters Tale, read aloud by 
Shelley, II, 40 

Works, Shelley ordqfs, 638 
Sharpe, Charles Kiflcpatrick: at 
Oxford with Shelley, 87; on 
Shelley’s St. Irvyne, 92; on 
Shelley’s Posthumous Frag- 
rnents of Margaret Nicholson, 
94; on Shelley at Oxford, 97, 
116, 590; on Shelley’s “A Po- 
etical Ess^ on the Existing 
State of Things,” ]ift8;j;iotices 
Necessity of Atheism, 112, 113; 
announces Shelley’s expulsion 
and describes Shelley, 116, 
117; and Shelley in Edin- 
burgh, 159-60; Letters to 
and from Charles Kirkpatrick 
Sharpe, A. Allardyce, ed*, 
(Edinburgh, London, 1888), 
596, 611 

Sharpe, Willj^m: ranks The 
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Cenciy II, 581; passim, II, 412; 

Life of Shelley, II, 412 

Shaw, George cBernard: member 
of Shelley Society, II, 412; and 
Shelley, II, 416; attends stage 
production of The Cenci, II, 

575 

Shelley, Sir Bysshe, Shelley’s 
.grandfather: youth of, 8; 
founder of family fortunes, 9; 
second marriage of, 9; made 
baronet, 9; his mean treatment 
of daughter, 10; later years of, 
10-11; "slightly mad,” 14; fi- 
nances Shelley’s first publica- 
tion, 46; William Whitton 
writes to, on Shelley, 127, 209; 
Whitton’s desire to consult 
about Shelley, 127; his atti- 
tude toward Shelley’s recalci- 
trance, 129; Whitton writes to, 
about Shelley and Harriet, 

154; Shelley appeals to, 163, 

166, 233; his concern over 
Shelley’s finances, 324; and 
Sheljey’s post-obits, 325, 387; 
failing health of, 387; death of, 

393- 4, 591; his will and estate, 

394- 6, 616-17; Shelley’s opin- 
ion of, 394; and John Groom- 
bridge, 563 

Shelley, Charles Bysshe, son of 
Shelley and Harriet; birth of, 

389; and Court* of Chancery, 
397,^32*, II, 508-17; in Shel- 
ley s will, 467; in Shelley’s let- 
ters to Mary, 485; Mary’s de- 
sire to have, 487; settlement 
for, in Chancery proceedings, 

497; account of, 725-6; and 
Eliza lanthe, financial ar- 
rangements for, by West- 
brooks, II, 510-12; death of 
( 1826 ) , 13, II, 387; passim, II, 

285, 385 

bcxxyi 


Shelley, Clara Everina, third 
child of Shelley and Mary: 
birth of, 537; chrisiiened, 556; 
falls ill, II,^ 30, 35-6; health 
improves, II, 37; illness and 
death of, II, 38-9, 560; and 
Shelley’s despondent poems of 
1818, II, 41; effect of her death 
on Shelley and Mary, II, 88, 
89, 114, 183, 257; her dfatb 
and Epipsychidion, II, 264; 
passim, II, 67, 81 
Shelley, Edwa'rd, great-uncle of 
Sir Bysshe, 5, 395 
Shelley,' Edward, of Worming- 
hurst, ^561-2 

Shelley, Elena Adelaide, Shel- 
ley’s Neapolitan "charge”; 
story of, II, 71-83; birth and 
baptismd records of, II, 71, 
81, 546-8 (quoted), J68; mys- 
tery of her " birth ” and ]gar- 
entage, II, 71-2; references to, 
in Shellpy’s letters, H, 71, 77; 
not Mary Shelley’s child, II, 
72; hypotheses of he?: parent- 
age analysed, II, 72-81, 568- 
70; significance of the name, 
II, 77, 79, 570; an adopted 
child, II, 78-81; Mary’s prob- 
able attitude toward, II, 79, 80, 
82, 182; Mary Shelley’s silence 
on, II, 80, 315, SheU^y’s prob- 
able provisions for, II, 81-2, 
181-2; reasons^ for continued 
separation from, II, 108; in 
Shelley’s letters to the Gis- 
bornes, II, 181-2; her relation 
to Shelley’s poor health and 
spirits, II, 183; lack of men- 
tion of, in journals of Mary 
and Claire, II, 202; illness and 
death of, II, 262-3; Maria Gis- 
borne’s knowledge of, II, £03, 
592; Shelley on the death of, 
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II, 2(f3; effect of her death on 
Mary and SUielley, II, 214, 215; 
and %Ejnpsychidion, II, 265; 

Elise Foggis partial knowl- 
edge of, II, 3J.4; and the Hopp- 
ner scandal, II, 314-15, 576; 
Mary Shelley’s knowledge of, 

II, 314, 571; death certificate 
of, quoted, II, 549-50; and 

^ Charles Clairmont, II, 574 

Shelley, Eliza lanthe, daughter 
of Shelley and Harriet: atti- 
tude toward father, 13; birth 
of, 297, 658; her infancy, 317- 
18; Shelley’s love for,*317-18; 
Shelley’s sonnet to, quoted, 

323; as a source of domestic 
friction, 326; Sheiley offers to 
take, after Harriet’s death, 

417; in Shelley’s ‘will, 467; 
Mary Shelley’s desire to 
have, 487; Shelleys refuse to 
leave with Eliza Westbrook, 
487-8; Eliza Westbrook’s feel- 
ing toward, 490; guardian se- 
lected* for, 496-7; account of 
her later years, 726-7; in Court 
of Chancery ,4ll, 508-17; finan- 
cial arrangement for, by West- 
brooks, H, 510-12; passim, 

324, 485, II, 285 • 

Shelley, Mrs. Elizabeth, mother 
of the pnet: relations with her 
son, 14; Shelley on, 14, 100, 

140; attempts reconciliation, 

127; Shelley denounces, 166- 
7; arranges secret visit for 
Shelley to Field Place, 291, 

333; her attitude toward Shel- 
ley after elopement with 
Mary, 371; unwilling for Shel- 
ley to attend grandfather’s fu- 
neral, 394 

Shelley, Elizabeth, Shelley’s sis- 
ter; writes play with Shelley, 
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46; and Edward Graham, 48, 
166, 167; collaborates with 
Shelley on Original Poetry by 
Victor and Cazire, 57, 59; the 
British •Critic on her poetry, 
*53-9; Harriet Grove on, 65, 66; 
Shelley’s hopes for her union 
with Hogg, 88, 136-7, 146, 147, 
148, 167; Shelley’s relations 
with, after expulsion, 100; her 
sympathy with Shelley’s de- 
spair, 102; disapproves Shel- 
ley’s scheme of her union with 
Hogg, 103; Shelley’s hope for 
“ conversion ” of, 135; her 
doubtful attitude toward Shel- 
ley and Hogg, 139; her new at- 
titude toward Shelley, 140; her 
alienation from Shelley, 144; 
Hogg’s romantic love for, 147, 
587, 607; Shelley’s disillusion 
with, 186; and Shelley’s secret 
visit to Field Place, 333; date 
of birth, 564 

Shelley, Harriet, nee Harriet 
Westbrook: meets J^elley, 
106; as intermediary between 
Shelley and his sisters in 
school, 121; Shelley’s early 
comment on, 133; consoles 
Shelley, 133; at sixteen, 134; 
Hellen Shelley on, 134; Pea- 
cock on, 134; Shelley’s grow- 
ing interes^in, 137, 138; horri- 
fied by Shelley’s opfhiG^, 140; 
Shelley corresponds with, 144, 
147; in Shelley’s letters to 
Hogg, 148-9; complains to 
Shelley of persecil^on, 149; on 
suicide, 149, 324, 390, 483, 607, 
722; Shelley’s determination 
to rescue, 149-50; Shelley 
finds depressed, 152; Shelley’s 
elopement with, 154-5, 574, 
609-10, IIf*i26; in Edinburgh, 




Shelley, Harriet (continued) Shelley, Harriet (continued) 

157; reads aloud, 158, 309; Godwin disagreealjle to, 300- 

translates French novel, 158; 1; domestic incompetence of, 

and Hogg, 170, 180-1, 270, 300; in 1813-14, 317-1>^: her 

275, 323, 587, 660; Hogg s at- good health and spirits after 

tempted seduction of, 170, birth of lanthe, 318; on ne- 

587; her feeling for Eliza, 176; cessity of changes of resi- 

Shelley writes to Hogg on, dence, 319; domestic happi- 

180-1; and Elizabeth Hitch- ness with Shelley, 320, 323; 

ener, 200, 201, 239, 263-4; Shelley's poem to, 323; chj^ngr 

early attitude toward Eliza- ing relations with Shelley, 

beth Hitchener, 200; intellec- 323-^; and the Boinville circle, 

tual inferiority to Elizabeth 326; remarriage to Shelley, 

Hitchener, 201; voyage to Ire- 327; her imperfections becom- 

land, 203; her enthusiasm for ing apparent, 328; and Shel- 

the Irish venture, 207; helps ley’s affair with Cornelia Tur- 

distribute Shelley’s Address to ner, 329; Shelley’s love for, in 

the People of Ireland, 209; on early 1814, 330; her reaction to 

John Philpot Curran, 222; Shelley’s appeal to her sym- 

on John Lawless, 222, 223; on pathy, 330; at Bracknell, 331; 

Catherine Nugent, 223-4; her and Shelley in June 1614, 331; 

illness at Nantgwillt, 233; and and Shelley’s condition in 

Mrs, Thomas Grove, 236; on 1814, 332-6; at Bath, 539; 

Lynmouth, 237; early impres- and Shelley’s elopement with 

sions of Elizabeth Hitchener, Mary, 339, 340, 342-3, 345, 

239;^ and Godwin, 239, 260- 346, 348, 349, 350-1, c356, 379, 

1, 267, fl6, II, 504, 673; ir- 620, 662, 667, 669-70, 672-3, 

ritated with Godwin, 239; in 676-7, 679; II, 199, 504-6, 616; 

Shelley’s poetry, 244-5, 291-2, her alarm about Shelley, 339; 
323, 653, II, 45, 261, 262, her interview with Shelley in 

564; first impressions of God- Londonover Mary, 340; blames 
win, 260; revised opinion Mary for Shelley’s defection, 

of Godwin, 260-1, 267; her 340, 672; hei« effoK^’ to hold 

sympathy with "'Ireland, 262; Shelley, 342; distress and ill- 

on l^iBSbeth Hitchener’s de- ness over Shelley’s defection, 

parture, 263-4; criticizes Mr. 342-3, 345; accused of infidel- 

Madocks and Embankment, ity, 345-6, 672-3, 676-7; Pea- 

268-9; Hogg’s opinions of, 270, cock on Shelley’s estrange- 

275, 323; her happiness at Ta- ment from, 348; on Mary’s 

nyrallt, 270, 280; her sympathy attraction for Shelley, 348; 

. with frame-breakers, 272; her on Shelley’s elopement with 

account of Tanyrallt assault, Mary, 349; Mary Godwin’s su- 

281, 284, 285; dedication of periority over, for Shelley, 

Queen Mab to, 291-2, 653; 350-1, 679; invited by Shdley 

birth of daughter, 297; Mrs. to join elopers, 356; Shelley 
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Shelley, Harriet ( continued ) 
seeks ajd \)f, 364, 378; Shel- 
ley s* attempts to reach an un- 
derstanding with, 365; “ a very 
odd creatuj»e,” 365; Shelley s 
correspondence with, on her 
recalcitrance, 367-8; Shelley 
unable to send money to, 369; 
Shelley receives aid from, 375; 

^ €4ielley’s unsatisfactory deal- 
ings with in 1814, 375-7; ap- 
proaching confinement of, 376; 
her character and conduct de- 
nounced by Shelley, 376-7; 
her charges against .Godwin, 
376; Mary Godwin’s opinion j 
of, 379; Shelley gives money 
to, 384; Shelley’s fruitless ef- 
forts for an agreement with, 
389; forbids Shelley to call on 
her, dl^9; on the birth of her 
^on, 389; interview with Shel- 
ley, 389-90; on Shelley’s de- 
generation, 389, 390, hopeless- * 
ness of, 390; sends creditors 
to Shelley, 390; her meetings 
with Shelley, 397; receives 
money and annuity, 397; 
threatens Shelley, 417-18; re- 
fusal to surrender Charles, 
432; in Shelley’s will, 467; tells 
damaging stories about Shel- 
ley at Bracknell, 468; later con- 
nections witji Shelley, 480; last 
days of, 480-1; suicide of, 480- 
3; her farewell letter to Eliza 
quoted, 481-2; last wishes of, 
482; discovery of her corpse, 
482; coroner’s verdict on, 483; 
debts of, 541, 687-8, II, 300; 
joined by Eliza in York, 614; 
Coleridge qu Shelley’s treat- 
ment of, 620; Hogg’s associa- 
tion with in 1813, 660; alleged 
, intemperance of, 662; Mark 
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Shelley, Harriet ( continued ) 
Twain’s essay on, 667; her al- 
leged desertiefn of Shelley, 
668; charges against, consid- 
ered, 069-70; her alleged al- 
* ienation from Shelley, 672; 
blames Godwin for Shelley’s 
defection, 673; hopes to get 
Shelley back, 687; burial ’of, 
722-3; alleged spuriousness of 
Shelley’s letter on her suicide, 
723; the children of, 725; and 
'' Julian and Maddalo,” II, 45; 
in Shelley’s controversy with 
Southey, II, 199; and Epipsy- 
chidion, II, 261, 262; her treat- 
ment of Godwin, II, 504; 
charged with malicious perse- 
cution of Shelley, II, 504-5; 
Charles Clairmont’s criticisms 
of, II, 504-6; account of, in 
Court of Chancery papers, H, 
508-17; Shelley’s letters to, 
produced in Court of Chan- 
cery, II, 513; and Shelley’s 
poem “ Death,” y, 564; Shel- 
ley’s behaviour to, criticized 
by Literary Gazette (May 19, 
1821) (quoted), II, 616; let- 
ters of, examined by port au- 
thorities, 227-8; letters of, 367 
( Jane Clairmont on ) , 632, 662, 
665 ( to Catherine Nugent ) , II, 
464-^ {to John Williams); 
quotations from l^^Sl^f, 209, 
223-4, 237, 239, 263, 267, 272, 
339, 340, 343, 389, 390, 481-2, 
H, 464-^; passim, 197, 215, 
226, 290, 311, 322, 361, 373, 
692, 705, H, 247 

Shelley, Hellen, sister of the 
poet: her letters on Shelley’s 
boyhood, 18; her recollections 
of Shelley, 26, 45, 54, 103, 564; 
on Shelly’s early reading, 29; 
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on Shelley s early eccentrici- 
ties, 39; writes poetry, 46, 578; 
on Shelley and Felicia Browne 
(later Hemans), 61; on Har- 
riet Grove and Shelley, 63; 
Shelley visits at school, 120; On 
Harriet Westbrook, 134; in 
school at Clapham, 140; Shel- 
ley’s last letter to, 179; dates of 
birth and death, 564, 565; 'pas- 
sim, 578, 606 

Shelley, Henry, of Worming- 
hurst, 6, 561 

Shelley, Lady Jane, daughter-in- 
law of the poet: quotes Sir 
Timothy, 12; visited by lanthe 
Shelley, 13, 726; Walter Halli- 
day s letter to, on Shelley at 
Eton, 44-5; destroys letters un- 
favourable to Mary Shelley, 
570, II, 625-6; and Hogg s bi- 
ography, 592, II, 400; letter of 
Hellen Shelley to, 594; pre- 
sents Letter to Lord Ellenbor- 
ough to Bodleian Library, 640; 
on Jgme Clairmont, 673; and 
Shelley’s tombstone, II, 383; 
her marriage to Percy Flor- 
ence Shelley, II, 387; her col- 
lection of Shelley materials, II, 
387, 411; her influence on Shel- 
ley’s reputation, II, 416; and 
Mrs. Julian Marshall, sup- 
pression of facts* by, II, 615- 
16 

ed.: Shelley Memorials 

(London, 1859, 3rd ed. 
London, 1875), 350, 573, 
578, 579, 601, 648, 650, 
739, II, 527, 553, 554, 558, 
564, 565, 571, 572, 573, 
581,582,584, 587,595 
ed.: Shelley and Mary, 670; 
account of, 680-1; letters 
to Shelleys *in, II, 466; 


Emilia Viviani’s letters to 
Shelleys quoted from, II, 
467-84 

Shelley, John, of Fen Place, 
great-great-grandfather of the 
poet, 7, 15; memorial inscrip- 
tion to, quoted, 562 r 
Shelley, John, great-great-uncle 
of the poet, 8; estate of, 396, 
397 * 

Shelley, John, of Field Place, 
great-uncle of the poet, 395 
Shelley, Sir ‘John, M.P. for 
Lewes, 7, 386, 690 
Shelley, ‘fohn, of Penshurst, half- 
uncle of the poet, 301; made 
baronet, 9 

Shelley, Sir John Frederick, 10th 
baronet, of Sholbrooke Park, 
Creditoif; 562 

Shelley,, John, brothe^^ of the 
poet: Sir Timothy Shelley’s ^ad- 
vice to, 12;** preferred by Sir 
Timothy as heir, 396; sent to 
school, 563; date of birth, 565; 
Shelley title and estates pass 
to descendant of, II, 387; men- 
tioned in early letter of Shel- 
ley, II, 455; passim, 140 
Shelley, Margaret, youngest sis- 
ter of the poet: date of birth, 
565; passim, 45 

Shelley, Mary, sftter crffiie poet: 
visited at school by Shelley, 
120; date of birth, 564-5; pas- 
sim, 140, 333 

Shelley, Mary, wife of the poet: 

CHRONOLOGY 

birth of, 671; early years of, 
671; in 1814, first meeting 
with Shelley, 260; Shelley on 
his falling in love with, 336; 
suddenness of Shejley’s pas- 
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Shelley* Mary (continued) 
sion for. 671-2; her responsi- 
bility for Shelley’s declaration 
of love, 672; pi-omises to re- 
nounce Shelley, 342, 343; her 
unsuccessful attempts to dis- 
courage Shelley’s suit, 343, 
344; Shelley’s desperate scene 
over, 343; her inscription in 
^ Queen Mah, 338-9; her deci- 
sion to elope with Shelley, 345; 
elopement with Shelley, 346- 
8, II, 426-7; elopement of, de- 
fended by Charles Clairmont, 
II, 505; account of her elope- 
ment by Jane Clairmont, 678; 
Shelley’s love for, analysed, 
349; and Shelley,in Paris, 351- 
2; a partner in Shelley’s mis- 
sion, 361; Shelley’<6 tribute to 
her mind, 679; her impressions 
of war- wasted Franfce, 355; 
Aer high spirits lin discomforts, 
355-6; her first vi^w of the . 
Alps, 356; her disgust with 
German fellow travellers, 359- 
60; her enjoyment of scenery, 
360; her first Creek lesson, 366; 
Shelley on his indebtedness to, 
370 

and Harriet Shellei^: 

Shelley explains his love for, 
to l^rrietf 368; her prom- 
ise distrusted by Harriet, 
342; her* superiority over 
Harriet for Shelley, 350-1; 
her opinion of Harriet Shel- 
ley, 365, 379, 390; and Har- 
riet Shelley’s suicide, 487 
mysterious alarm of, 374; her 
comment on Jane’s " horrors,” 
374; relations wifh Claire 
Clairmont, *SS4, 385, 403, 404, 
478, 539, 694, II, 75, 184-5, 
238, 298, 307, 312; on Claire 
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Shelley, Mary (continued) 
Clairmont, 689, II, 184 ( quot- 
ed); furtive pieetings with 
Shelley in October and No- 
vember 1814, 378-9, 380-1; 

. impassioned correspondence 
with Shelley in October and 
November 1814, 381-3; her 
dejection over Isabel Bootji s 
defection, 379, 381; her dislie 
of Mrs. Godwin, 379; her ef- 
forts at reconciliation with 
family, 379; despondent, 381; 
her feelings about Godwin’s 
alienation, 381; illness in Par- 
is, 351; ill health and depres- 
sion of, 387, 393; health, au- 
tumn 1814, 690 
and Hogg: 

her early opinion of Hogg, 
388; her strange love affair 
with Hogg, 391-3; writes to 
Hogg from Windmill Inn, 
400; conclusion of affair 
with Hogg, 400-2; her dis- 
like of Hogg and Peacock in 
1817, 507 • 

and the birth of Charles 
Bysshe Shelley, 389; birth and 
death of her first child, 393; 
studies under Shelley, 407; her 
tour in Devonshire with Shel- 
ley, 408; birth of second child, 
426; slow^recovery of health 
in 1815, 402; her wariness in 
Clifton, 408-9; inraris in 
1816, 438, 680; on Geneva, 
439; and Geneva, 432, 440-1; 
and Dr. Polidori, 443; and the 
conversations of Shelley and 
Byron, 451; in the valley of 
Chamouni, 453; at Bath, 462, 
469; with Shelley and Peacock 
at Marlow, 466; at Bath, 469, 
473, 498;^ and Fanny Imlay’s 
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Shelley, Mary (continued) 
suicide, 472; account of, in 
Chancery si^it papers, II, 508- 
17; her attitude toward Pea- 
cock, 371; in Peacock’s Night- 
mare Abbey y 705; reads Childe 
Harold, 463; marriage to Shel- 
ley ( December 29, 1816 ) ; 488- 
9; at Hampstead, 499; in 1817, 
506-7; social pleasures in Lon- 
don, 501, 555; early life at 
Marlow, 505-6, 507, 510; on 
Shelley’s health in 1817 ( quot- 
ed), 518, 736-7; on Shelley’s 
activity at Marlow, 527; stim- 
ulated by Shelley, 527; birth of 
Clara Everina, 537; anxiety 
about Godwin, 538-9; low 
spirits and irritability of, in au- 
tumn of 1817, 539; alarm over 
Shelley’s health and finances 
in 1817, 542; invites Hunt to 
Albion House, 543; joins Shel- 
ley in London, November 
1817, 544-7; Shelley on her 
friendship with the Baxters, 
547; copie*, Peacock’s ‘‘ Rhodo- 
daphne,” 556; encouraged by 
Shelley to write, 712; her ac- 
count of Maria Gisborne, II, 
15; her reading in Leghorn, II, 
17-18; at Bagni di Lucca, II, 
19, 20; at Venice, II, 40; at Na- 
ples, II, 66; on life at Bagni di 
Lucca^^JJ, 19-20; urged by 
Godwin to write book, II, 26; 
despondency at Bagni di Luc- 
ca, II, 29; journey to Este with 
children, II, 36; work at Este, 
II, 37; her depression after 
death of Clara, II, 39-40, 41, 

' 558, 564; her alienation from 
Shelley after Clara’s death, II, 
47, 54^; on Shelley’s dejec- 


Shelley, Mary (continued) 
tion in 1818 (qqpted), II, 46; 
on Shelley’s illness^at Jl^aples, 
II, 49; and Shelley’s dejection, 
II, 70; her remorse for cold- 

a 

ness to Shelley, II, 564; im- 
proved health and spirits of, 
at Rome, II, 88-9; her letter to 
Mrs. Gisborne on William’s 
illness (quoted), II, 93; ./^X; 
treme depression of, after 
William’s death, H, 94-6, 98, 
108, 564; Shelley’s concern 
over her depression, II, 98-9; 
and Shelley, unhappy rela- 
tions between, II, 55, 78, 100, 
108; estrangement from Shel- 
ley, and “ Orpheus,” II, 590-1; 
Shelley to Claire Clairmont 
on, II, 238; approaching con- 
finement of, II, 92, 99b; birth of 
Percy* Florence, II, 162; im- 
proved health and spirits^ of, 
II, 162; poor health and spir- 
its of, ll, 185; agitation about 
Godwin’s financial condition, 
II, 163, 204, 205, 206; Mrs. 
Godwin’s bitterness toward, 
II, 200; her desire for Shelley’s 
popularity, II, 216; and Prince 
Mavroegrdato, H, 245 
and Emilia Viviani: 

early associetionj^ith Emi- 
lia Viviani, II, 248-9; Emi- 
lia Viviani’s opinion of, II, 
251; her gifts to Emilia Vi- 
viani, II, 605; and Emilia Vi- 
viani, II, 252-3, 316, 319, 
324-5; Emilia Viviani’s let- 
ters to (quoted), II, 468, 
469-71, 474-7, 478-9, 480-1, 
484; Emilia Viviani’s aflFec- 
tion for arfd devotion to 
(quoted), II, 467, 468, 471, 



Shelley, Mary (continued) 

m m, 474, 475, 476, 479; 

•n “Shelley's Italian Platon- 
ics,” II, 257; lack of temper- 
amental. affinity with Shel- 
ley, II, 257-8, 263-4, 338-9; 
Shelley on her deficiency of 
sympathy, II, 362 
and the Hoppner scandal: 

•n* II, 76; lack of evidence on, in 
journal of, II, 568, 569; Shel- 
ley’s attempts to conceal 
disturbing ^letters from, II, 

74; Shelley to, on Hoppner 
scandal, II, 308-^, 313; to 
Shelley, on Hoppner scan- 
dal, II, 309-10; to Mrs. 
Hoppner oif Shelley, II, 
310-13 (quoted); Elise 
Foggi’s stories* concerning, 

IIJ 73; on Elise and Paolo 
Foggi, II, 77; and felena Ad- 
elaide Shelley, II, 71, 82, 
182,314,315 • 
portrait of, by Edward Wil- 
liams, H, 306; questioned on 
Masi affray, H, 354; her desk 
broken open, II, 619; danger- 
ous state of nerves and health 
at Casa Magni, II, 361-2, 374, 
375, 632; suffers^ dangerous 
miscarriage, II, 367-8; her 
alarftv^nd distress over disap- 
pearance of the Don Juan, II, 
379; seeks *news of Don Juan, 

II, 379-80; receives confirma- 
tion of Shelley’s death, II, 
381; gets Shelley’s heart from 
Hunt, II, 338; her estrange- 
ment from Jane Williams, II, 
384; her unpleasant dealings 
with Byron after Shelley’s 
death, II, *385; temporary es- 
•trangement from Leigh Hunt, 
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Shelley, Mary (continued) 

II, 385; later life of, II, 385-7; 
later conservatism of, II, 386; 
her reconciliation with Isabel 
Booth, H, 386; and Percy Flor- 
• ence Shelley, II, 386; her later 
relations with Trelawny, H, 
i87; writes to Landor on Shel- 
ley’s admiration of his poetry, 
II, 588; her pencil sketch of 
Shelley, II, 521; Lady Jane 
Shelley destroys letters of Tre- 
lawny unfavourable to, 570; 
letters of (quoted), 379, 408- 
9, 441, 487, 506, 538-9, 540-1, 
542, 543, II, 19, 89, 93, 94-5, 
154, 162, 173, 191, 201-2, 215, 
232, 242-3, 244-5, 282, 310- 
13, 336, 341-2 
opinions of: 

on the Swiss, 458-9; on Cob- 
bett and revolution, 515; on 
Italy, II, 7; on I Capuccini 
(quoted), II, 36-7; on Mme 
Merveilleux du Plantis, II, 
154; on Queen Caroline, II, 
225; on Pisa, ft, 232; on Pro- 
fessor Pacchiani, II, 242; on 
Tommaso Sgricci, II, 244-5; 
on Italian marriages, II, 248; 
on Lord Byron, II, 337; on 
Countess Guiccioli, II, 334; 
first impressions of Tre- 
lawny ^(quoted), II, 341- 
2 

on Shelley: 

on Shelley at Eton, 37, 571; 
on Shelley’s separation from 
Harriet, 724; on Shelley’s 
health in 1815, 406; on Shel- 
ley’s preoccupation \\jith 
death, 420; on Shelley’s 
sense of humour, 509; on 
Shelley’s reticence concern- 
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Shelley, Mary (continued) 

ing his troubles, 534; on 
Shelley s belief in immortal- 
ity, II, 97; on Shelley’s opin- 
ion of Wordsworth (quot- 
ed), II, 168--9; on Shelley 
a metaphysician, 277; and 
Shelley’s “ obscurity,” * II, 

^ 132; on Shelley’s lyrics, II, 

127; on Shelley’s superhu- 
man qualities, II, 400; on 
Shelley’s hypersensitivity 
(quoted), II, 446; on por- 
traits of Shelley, II, 518; on 
W. E. West’s portrait of 
Leigh Hunt, II, 536 
and Shelleys poems: 
and The Cenci, II, 138; in 
Epipsychidion, II, 256, 262- 
4, 266; and " Julian and 
Maddalo,” II, 45, 47-8, 560- 
2; on " Julian and Maddalo ” 
(quoted), II, 46; on "Peter 
Bell the Third” (quoted), 

II, 168-9; on Shelley’s first 
ide^ of Prometheus Un- 
bound, 11, 6; on evil in 
Prometheus Unbound, II, 

123; on Shelley’s imagery in 
Prometheus Unbound, II, 

128; and Rosalind and Hel- 
en, 533; copies Rosalind and 
Helen, 556, II, 22; on Rosa- 
lind and Helert, 533; Shel- 
ley\^b*%jte to, in advertise- 
ment to Rosalind and Hel- 
en, II, 69-70; on Shelley s 
change of views between 
Queen Mob and Master, 
418; and " The Witch of At- 
las,” II, 219; in Shelley's 
Marlow poems, 535; depres- 
sion of, and Shelley s po- 
ems of 1820, II, 189-90; her 
dating of Shelley's poems, 
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Shelley, Mary (continued) 

II, 189-90; and Shelleys 
reputation, II, 400,*f'40}' 

r 

WORKS 

“ Choice, The,” II, 41, 55, 564 
ed.: Shelley’s Essays,, Letters 
from Abroad ( 1840 ) , II, 574 
Fortunes of Perkin Warbeck 
( 2 vols, London, 1830 ) , 6^1 , 
705 

begins unfinished story, 
“Hate,”361‘ 

History of a Six Weeks’ Tour 
(London, 1817), 679, 680, 
681, 682, 683, 711, 740 
Frankenstein, 443, 444, 457, 
473, 506, '736, II, 101, 555; 
Shelley’s preface to, 527; ef- 
forts to publish, 520; pub- 
lication of, 735; reviews of, 
II, 2'/ 

and P. B. Shelley, Journal 6f: 
discussed, 680-1; passages 
quoted from: (condensed) 
365-7; (August 8-26 1814) 
353; ( August 27-September 
13, 1814) 358; (August 28, 
1814) 359; (August 18, 
1814) 681; (August 19, 
1814) 356; (August 30, 

1814 ) 360; (September 15- 
25, 1814 ) 365'-7; (March 13, 

1815 ) 402; (March 11, 
1815 ) 403; (undated) 453; 
(August 4, 1816 ) 457; (July 
and August 1816 ) 460; 
(May 28, 1817 ) 463; (June 
26-August 1, 1817) 522-5; 
(February 4-23, 1817 ) 499; 
(June 26-August 1, 1817) 
522-5; (March 1-11, 1818) 
556; (March 52-3, 1818) II, 
4; (March 22-3, 1818) 11, 4; 
(September 24, 1818) II, 



Shelley, Mary (continued) 

39; (November 5-7, 1818) 
tl, '^565; (November 20, 

1818) II, 59; (April 12-18, 

1819) II, 89-90; (August 4, 

1819) II, 95; (June 1820) 
II„ 184-5; (June 12-15, 

1820) II, 201; (October 25, 
1820) II, 227; (November 

• ^ 12, 1820) II, 232; (Novem- 
ber 23-December 12, 1820) 
II, 239-41; gaps in journal: 
(November 25-9, 1820) II, 
239; (December 20, 1820) 
II, 244; missing p'assages in 
journal: (January 1815), 
691, 692, 694 (May 13, 
1815-July 21f 1816), II, 94 
(after William Shelley’s 
death), II, 557* (September 
5-'£4, 1818); citedjoo often 
for individual mention 
^Last Man, The (1826), 698, 
710, 720, 734; Shelley in, 11^ 
397 

Lodore (1835), 473, 679; 
Eliza Westbrook in, 679; 
Emilia Viviani in, 679, II, 
^ 249, 319, 605; Shelley in, II, 

397 

ed.: Poetical Woitks of P. B. 
Shelley, The ( London, 
1869*), 568, 576, II, 396 
Valperga: begun, II, 188; II, 
215, 28r, 299; copied, II, 
327; publication of, II, 328 
passim, 581, 587, 592, 596, 651, 
II, 578, 603, 635 

Shelley, Percy Bysshe: 

CHRONOLOGY 

ancestry of, 6-15; birth and in- 
•fancy of, 4, 17; boyhood por- 
trait, 17; boyhood home of, 5; 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

earliest associates of, 18; his 
first school, 18, 19; origin of 
his cursing, 10; on Sir Bysshe, 

• 10; early environment of, II, 
421-2; early visit to Grove re- 
lations, 21; dancing lessons of, 
21; his first schoolmaster, ’Mr. 
Edwards, 18; on Dr. Green- 
law of Syon House Academy, 
19; at Syon House Academy, 
19, 21, 22, 24, 26-30, 565; his 
sensational reading at Syon 
House, 24; his interest in Ad- 
am Walkers lectures on sci- 
ence, 22; influence of Adam 
Walker’s lectures on, 26; nerv- 
ous shocks at Syon House, 26; 
his anonymous friend at Syon 
House, 27-8; contrasting en- 
vironments of Syon House and 
Field Place, 26, 27; disparity 
of his world, 27, 29; his self- 
dedication, 28, 534-5, 567, II, 
423-4; his fanciful,, experi- 
ments at Field ^lace, 25, 26; 
summary of early boyhood 
of, 30 

enters Eton College, 31; 
sources of information about 
his life at Eton, 569-70; his 
studies at Eton, 36; progress 
at Eton, 3B, 50; singularity and 
unpopularity at^E^Mm, 37, II, 
490; persecutions of at Eton, 
38-9, II, 491-2; fights at Eton, 
38; his fits of rage at Eton, 38- 
9; at Eton, anecdotes of, 40; 
abnormality at Eton exagger- 
ated, 41; his imaginative 
gdmes at Field Place, 39; his 
early love of boating and hunt- 
ing, 42; his intellectual superi- 
ority and loneliness at Eton, 



Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued ) ued ) 

II, 491, 493; his electrical ex- 98-9; his attitude t6ward his 
periments at Eton, 40; imag- fathers uneasiness, 100-1; h’s 

inary boyish adventures, 39;. despair at Field, Place during 

his boyish experiments with Christmas vacation 1810, 102; 

the supernatural, 41; friends at thinks of suicide, 103* his ag- 

Eton, 43-5; his friendship with onized letters to Hogg from 

Dr. Lind at Eton, 47, 48; his Field Place during 1810-11 

later vacations at Field Place, vacation, 104; meets Harp^t. 
45; his outdoor interests en- Westbrook, 106; his return 

couraged by his mother, 45; to Oxford, in 1811, 106; 

his early relations with fa- Hogg on daily life, 107; 

ther, 46, 69, 620-1; first writ- his philosophical and tlie- 

ings of, 46; his friendship with ological correspondence from 

Edward Graham, 48; meets Field ]^lace in 1810-11 vaca- 

Joseph Gibbons Merle, 49; tion, 106; reassures father, 109, 

scorns his early teachers, 51; 110; imputed immorality of, at 

his youthful talks with Med- Oxford, 595-6; prints Neces- 

win, 54; celebrates publication sity of Atheism, 110; expulsion 

of Zastrozzi, 57; sends poems from Oxford, 114-18; ‘Varying 

to Edward Graham, 61; visits accounts of, 598-9; reputation 

Groves in 1804, 62; his love for at Oxford, 116-18; leaves Ox- 

Harriet Grove, 62-8, II, 425; • ford, 118; to Medwin, on his 

his farewell oration at Eton, expulsion, 119 

68; at eighteen, 68, 69 seeks London lodgings with 

enters Oxford, 568; his first Hogg, 119-20; his life with 

meeting with Hogg, 78-9; his Hogg in London, 120-2; 

scientific experiments, Hogg his intention to study medi- 

on, 80; his daily life with Hogg cine, 604; his interviev/ with 

at Oxford, 81; his callers at Ox- Timothy • Shelley after expul- 

ford, 82; his afternoon walks sion, 123-5; submits terms 

at Oxford, 83-5; attacked by a to father, 128; proposes to re- 
dog, 83; interviews baby on sign entail of estate, 129-30; 

previojtt^f^istence, 84; inter- quarrels with Whitton, 130; 

est in study at Oxford, 86; and meets Leigh Hunt, 132; his 

Oxford discipline, 86, 87; his agreement with father, 138; 

love of Oxford life, 87-8; fond- on his fathers attitude, 135; 

ness for argumentative corre- returns to Field Place, 138; 

spondence at Oxford, 88, 89; lampoons parents, 139, 604; 

^is correspondence with fa- his plans for uniting Hogg 

ther from Oxford, 88; desires and Elizabeth, 139-40; his un- 
union of Elizabeth Shelley and easy life at Field Place, 140, 

Hogg, 88, 103-4; his changing 143-4; his plans for rejoining 

intellectual interest^ at Oxford, Hogg, 144-5, 148; attitude to- 

^ xcvi , ^ 



Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued ) • 

\v^rdTather,^144, 148; visit to 
Cwm Elan, 145-8; episode 
with Welsh beggar at Cwm 
Elan (quoted), 606; determi- 
nation to rescue Harriet West- 
brook, 149, 150; prepares for 
elopement with Harriet, 151, 

• v»153; elopement with Harriet, 

154, 608, 609-10; journey to 
Edinburgh with Harriet, 154- 
5; marriage to Harriet in Ed- 
inburgh, 155; his advocate 
friend in Edinburglj, 155, 158, 

159, 611-12; his Edinburgh 
lodgings, 157; life with Harriet 
in Edinburgh, *157-60; corre- 
spondence with father from 
Edint)urgh, 160-^1; leaves Ed- 
inbiirgh for York, 1Q2; appeals 
^ to father and grandfather, 163; 
denounces fether, 163; ex- 
plains his marriapge to Eliza- 
beth Hitchener, 163; intensi- 
fied* attraction to Elizabeth 
Hitchener (quoted), 164-5; 
nature and importance of 
friendship with Elizabeth 
Hitchener, 199-202; calls on 
Sir Bysshe at Hbrsham, 166; 
his stormy interviews at Field 
Pla?e!',*166; 5-eturn to York, 167; 
rages at Whitton, 168; asks 
help of Duke of Norfolk, 168; 
invited to Greystoke, 169; 
hears of Hogg’s treachery, 
170-1; reaction to Hogg’s at- 
tempted seduction of Harriet, 
614-15; leaves York and Hogg, 

171; settles at Keswick, 171; 
his home.ajt Keswick, 174; his 
daily life at Keswick, 176; at- 
• titude toward Eliza West- 
brook; 176; on the people of 
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ued) 

Keswick, 170; his scientific ex- 
periment at Keswick, 176; his 
agonized correspondence with 
Hogg about Harriet, 172-4; 
his visit to Greystoke, 177, 179; 
negotiations with father, 177- 
8; resigns Hogg’s friendship, 
180-1; plans Irish expedition, 
181, 185; his personal disillu- 
sions in 1810-11, 186 

his early interest in William 
Godwin, 577; opens corre- 
spondence with Godwin, 187; 
his self-characterization to 
Godwin, 187, 188, 189-90; his 
exultation over Godwin’s in- 
terest, 190; assault on, at Kes- 
wick, 193, 622; the Irish proj- 
ect and departure for Ireland, 
196-8, 207-8; voyage to Ire- 
land, 203; his speech at Fish- 
amble Street Theatre, Dublin, 
215-16; his political inexpedi- 
ence in Irelan^, 214r'15, 216; 
his experiences with the poor 
in Ireland, 220-1; his disillu- 
sion with Irish leaders, 216, 
224-5; his discouragement in 
Ireland, 220-1, 226; abandons 
Irish venture, 226, 227; effects 
of Irish venture, 227; suspect- 
ed by Rolyhead authorities, 
227, 228; plans^Oi«>g to Italy, 
233; at Gwm Elan, 236; settles 
at Lynmouth, 237; happiness 
at Lynmouth, 242; suspected 
in Ireland and Lynmoutfi, 248, 
249; investigated at Lynmouth 
and Barnstaple, 250; flees Lyn- 
mouth, 250, 251-2; arrested at 
Gamarvon for debt, 255; sub- 
scribes to Tremadoc Embank- 
ment, 255; his speech on Tre- 
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Shelley; Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

madoc Embankment ( quot- 
ed), 257; leaves Tremadoc for 
London, 258; attempts*to raise 
money for Embankment, 259; 
association with Godwin, 259- 
60; first association with J. F. 
Newton, 261, 645; renews 
friendship with Hogg, 262; 
breaks with Elizabeth Hitch- 
ener, 264; his sudden depar- 
ture for Tremadoc, 265-6; 
works for Tremadoc Embank- 
ment, 267-8; his charities at 
Tremadoc, 268; disillusioned 
with Tremadoc Embankment, 
268-9; unpopular at Tremad- 
oc, 269; disgusted with 
Welsh upper classes, 269; do- 
mestic happiness at Tanyrallt, 
270, 275, 280; his modified at- 
titude toward Hogg, 271; his 
sympathy with frame-break- 
ers, 272; attempts recon- 
ciliation wijh father, 275-6; 
studies at Tanyrallt, 276; 
alleged assault on, at Tany- 
rallt, 280-5; his second jour- 
ney to Ireland, 285; leaves 
Dublin for London, 287; un- 
settled residence in London, 
289, 654; failure of expected 
reconciliation with father, 
290-1; iirttStview with father, 
297; and Sir Timothy and 
the Earl of Oxford, 656; and 
Harriet, careless domestic life 
of, in 1813-14, 298; his Lon- 
don friends in 1813, 300; his 
first meeting with Peacock, 
637-8; his friendship with 
Newtons, 302-4; his social life 
in the Newton circle, 304-5; 
his popularity with young la- 
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Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) ■ 

dies, 307; association ^with 
Hogg in 1812, 308; studies Ital 
ian with Hogg, 310; and Har- 
riet, domestic happiness, in 
1813-14, 310-11; impulsive- 
ness of, in 1813-14, 313; his re- 
moval to Bracknell, 318; and 
lanthe Shelley, 317-18; his* 
second journey to the Lakes, 
318-20; his visit to Edinburgh 
in 1813, 320, 662-3; his stud- 
ies in physical sciences in 

1813, 32^1; returns from Edin- 
burgh, 322 

his domestic unhappiness in 
1814, 326-7; lemarries Harriet, 
327, 667; his affair with Cor- 
nelia Turner, 327-33, 667; his 
miserable condition ii! early 

1814, 332; visits Field Place, 
333, 669; his loVe for Harriet ui 

• early 1814, 330; life in Pancras 
lodgings, 368-9; in Godwin s 
household, 335; his alleged al- 
ienation from Harriet, 672; 
and Harriet Westbrook, sum- 
mary of their relations, II, 
426; falls in love with Mary 
Godwin, 834-88, 679-80; on 
his falling in love with Mary 
Godwin (quotefl), 360; 672; 
explains his love for Mary to 
Harriet, 368; creates desperate 
scene over Mary Godwin, 343- 
4; persuades Mary to elope, 
345; elopement with Mary 
Godwin, 346-8; discussed, 
348-51; in Paris with Mary 
and Claire, 351-2; journey 
from Paris to . Switzerland, 
352-7; sees the ravages of war, 
354; his high spirits in discoilt* 
fort, 355-6; return jopney to 
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ued) . 

Ei^lalid from Brunen, 357- 
61; his disgtfit with German 
fellow travellers, 359; his en- 
joyment of Rhine scenery, 360; 
stimulates intellectual inter- 
ests of Mary and Jane, 361-2; 
undertakes education of Jane 
* jClairmont, 362; denies love 
for Jane Clairmont, 362; influ- 
ences of first Swiss sojourn on, 
362, 363; ccidly received by 
old friends in London, 364-5; 
changes of lodging in 1814, 
368-9, 384; changes of lodg- 
ings in early 1815, 390, 399, 
722; in hiding, •378-83; unsM- 
isfactory relations with Har- 
riet Shelley in 1814, 368, 375- 
7, 31^8, 389-90, 397; chemical 
experiments of, 371; experi- 
ences horrors ” with Jane 
Clairmont, 373-^ his plan to 
abduct “ two heiresses,” 371- 
2; his tribute to Mary, 382-3; 
his fear of assassination in 
1814, 384; and the strange love 
aflFair between Mary and 
Hogg, 391; sends Harriet 
money, 397; “regeneration” 
of, in 1815, 404; literary in- 
actk)!^ in* 1815, 405; tour 
with Mary . in Devonshire, 
408; settltes at Bishopsgate, 
409; his home at Bishops- 
gate, 412; boat excursion up 
the Thames, 414-16; visits Ox- 
ford, 414-15; his new energy 
at Bishopsgate, 418; his diver- 
sions at Bishopsgate, 427; his 
eflForts to help Godwin, 428; 
disappointment in Godwins 
'• behaviour, 430-2; his outburst 
against Godwin, 431 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe ^contin- 
ued) 

thinks of , going to Italy, 
432; his mysterious disciple, 
436-7; departure for Ge- 
neva, 432, 434, 438, 709; in 
Paris, 438; journey from Paris 
to Geneva, 438-9; early associ- 
ation with Byron, at Geneva, 
440-2, 463; and Byron, boat- 
ing on Lake Geneva, 440-1, 
443, 457; moves to ,Mont Ale- 
gre, 441; his opinions of Swiss, 
458-9; his horrible vision at 
Villa Diodati, 443; interest in 
Mary s writing, II, 555; boat 
excursion with Byron on Lake 
Geneva, 444-7; escape from 
drowning on Lake Geneva, 
444-5; efforts to aid Godwin 
from Geneva, 447-8; and By- 
ron, conversations of, in Swit- 
zerland, 450-1; and party, ex- 
cursion to Chamouni, 451-7; 
describes Alpine scenery, 452- 
3; his ** atheos^* inscription, 
714; argues v^th Byron and 
Lewis on the supernatural, 
461; celebrates twenty-fourth 
birthday, 457; dealings with 
Byron about Claire Clairmont, 
460; commissions Peacock to 
lease new house, 449; depar- 
ture from Geneva, 461; bene- 
fits of second rfwjgs sojourn, 
463; scandals concerning Shel- 
ley-Byron party in Switzer- 
land, 442, 464, 716, II, 616; and 
Fanny Imlays suicide, 472; 
dealings with Byron about 
Claire Clairmont, 474; effort 
tb aid Hunt's finances, 477; 
first visit to Hunt, 478, 479; in- 
formed of Harriets suicide, 
480, 483; his self-justification 
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Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

in regard to Harriet, 486; state 
of mind over Harriet’s suicide, 
486, 499-500; efforts tojecover 
Harriet’s children, 484, 487-8;. 
marries Mary Godwin, 488-9, 
724; and the Godwin-Hunt cir- 
cle, 501, 503-5; begins friend- 
ship for Horace Smith, 502-3; 
on the dangers of Westbrook 
Chancery suit, 490; in Court 
of Chancery, 491, 492, 494-5, 
II, 508-17; his fear and hatred 
of Lord Chancellor, 512-13, 
602; begins residence at Mar- 
low, 499, 730; early association 
with Keats, 504-5; his chari- 
ties at Marlow, 508; his lim- 
ited sociability at Marlow, 
508; his play with children, 
510-12; and Harriet’s children, 
512; aids distressed woman in 
Hampstead, 516-17; his daily 
routine at Marlow, 518-19; his 
walking excursions at Marlow, 
519; has rov^ing and sailing at 
Marlow, 519-20; his visits to 
London from Marlow, 520; 
visits to Hunt at Hampstead, 
520-1; his poetic activity at 
Marlow, 526-36; his writings 
in prose at Marlow, 527; urged 
by Mary to leave Marlow, 540; 
though^otgoing to Italy, 524, 
537, 538, 542; visits London 
with Mary in November 1817, 
544-7; his last days at Marlow, 
553 

social pleasures in London 
in spring of 1818, 555; his ela- 
tion on entering Italy, II, 6-7; 
at Milan, II, 7-8, 9-13; at 
Como, II, 8-9; at Leghorn 
( 1818), II, 14-18; atclthe Baths 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe (cbntin- 
ued) 

of Lucca, II, 18-28; homesick- 
ness for England, II, 26; goes 
to Venice with Claire Clair- 
mont, II, 32; renewed associa- 
tion with Byron in Venice, II, 
33-7, 56; summons Mary and 
children to Este, II, 35-6; ill- 
ness and death of daughter 
Clara, II, 35, 36, 37, 38-9; jour- ' 
ney from Este to Rome, II, 56- 
9; journey from Rome to Na- 
ples, II, 61; his domestic life 
at Naples, II, 66-7; his dejec- 
tion in Naples, II, 68, 69, 70-1, 
78; his alleged attempted sui- 
' cide at Naples, II, 570-1; his 
sightseeing excursions in and 
near Naples, II, 62-6,., 566-7; 
departure from Naplesc II, 81, 
84; journey from Naples to 
Rome, II, 84; ,his social life in 
. Rome, II,^ 87-8, 89; in Rome, 
II, 84--96;* alleged “ adventure 
at post office ” in Rome, J,!, 589; 
his depression and homesick- 
ness after William Shelley’s 
death, II, 97, 104; relations 
with Mary, II, 55, 100, 108; his 
true statute in 1819, II, 151; at 
Villa Valsovano, near Leg- 
horn, II, 96-1 10| in Elorence, 
II, 154-75; friendship with 
Sophia Stacey in 'Florence, II, 
172-5, 587; study at the art gal- 
leries in Florence, II, 582^; 
leaves Florence for Pisa, II, 
175 

in Pisa, winter and spring of 
1820, II, 176-201; alleged as- 
sault on, in Pisa, II, 178, 589; 
his troubles in early 1820, II, 
183-7; letter to Byron aboi^t 
Allegra (quoted), II, 186-7; 
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Shelley* Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

his Ital^n ring, II, 190, 272, 
374;' epistolary controversy 
with Southey, II, 197-9; in* 
Leghorn, summer of 1820, II, 
201-12; on the death of Elena 
Adelaide Shelley, II, 203; 
takes firm position toward 
Godwin, II, 205-6; at the 
* *B&ths of Pisa ( 1820), II, 213- 
28; renewed association with 
Medwin, II, 2^8-9, 232-7; in 
Pisa, October 29, 1820-May 
8, 1821, II, 228-89;. discour- 
agement with writing, II, 
231; proposed Mediterranean 
cruise, II, 232, 23§; hypnotized* 
by Medwin, II, 237; and hyp- 
notisn\ II, 598;, his Pisan 
circle* of friends, II, 241-6; 
friendship with Emilia Vi- 
-mni, II, 247-6,9, 318-26, 442, 
605; Emilia Viviani’s letters to^ 
(quoted), II, 467, 471, 472-4, 
477-8^ 479-80, 482-^, 484; 
Emilia Viviani’s affection for 
and devotion to (quoted), II, 
467, 468, 471, 472, 473, 474, 
475, 476, 479; at the Baths of 
Pisa ( May 8, August 3, 1821 ), 
II, 289-306; and Mary, social 
life in Pisa ^1821), II, 281; 
acquires small boat (spring 
1821), II, 386; boating acci- 
dent with Williams and Rev- 
eley, II, 287; reviews of, in 
1820-1, II, 300-3; his unduly 
pessimistic view of contempo- 
rary criticism, II, 302; at Ra- 
venna with Byron (August, 
1821), II, 306-18; relations 
with Byron* tl820-l), II, 620, 
035; and the Hoppner scan- 
dal, II, 76, 306-15; in Pisa 
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Shelley, Percy Byjfehe (contl^i- 
ued ) 

(October 25, 1821-May 1, 
1822), II, 32746; his desire to 
go to India, II, 334; his friends 
• . in Pisa (1821-2), II, 335; as- 
sociation with Byron in Pisa 
(L821-2), II, 336-7; his con- 
versations with Byron in Pisa, 
II, 336-7 ; lack of sympathy be- 
tween, and Mary in winter of 
1821-2, II, 338-9, 346 
meets Trelawny, II, 340-1; 
and Jane Williams, II, 343-7, 
626-8; articles and poems 
about in 1822, II, 356; his syl- 
van study near Pisa, II, 344; 
daily routine at Pisa (1822), 
II, 358; his relations with By- 
ron in 1822, II, 345, 350-1; and 
the Masi affray, II, 351-4; 
boating, II, 358, 611; at Casa 
Magni, San Terenzo (May- 
July 1822), II, 357-74; sees vi- 
sions at Casa Magni, II, 368; 
his subconscious uneasiness at 
Casa Magni, II#368; ^ phan- 
tasm ” of, in 1822, II, 630; goes 
to Leghorn to meet Hunt, II, 
374-5; starts fatal return to 
San Terenzo, II, 376; first news 
of his death, II, 380; his body 
found and identified, II, 380; 
alleged foiil play in death of, 
II, 633; crematio|^ of^ II, 381- 
2, 634; preservation of his 
heart, II, 382, 635; fragment 
of his jaw-bone preserved, II, 
382, 634; first burial of, II, 383, 
634; second burial of, by Tre- 
lawny, II, 383; his tomb at 
Rome, II, 383-4 •. 

poems on his death, II, 392- 
4; contemporary comment on 
his death^ II, 389-91; tendency 



Index 

S^ell^y, Perliv Bysshe (contin- 


ued) 

of friends tp apotheosize, II, 
299-400, 502,* 503; his reputa- 
tion (1823-40), table of, II, 
394-5; his reputation, table oi 
special forces in development 
of, II, 398; miscellaneous sig- 
nificant published items on 
(1824-31), II, 638; influence 
of his friends on reputation 
of, II, 399-402; reputation, 
and the liberal trend of the 
mid-nineteenth century, II, 
404; reputation among the 
labouring classes, II, 638; 
reputation and the conserva- 
tive working classes, II, 404- 
5; reputation and working- 
class radicals, II, 405-8; rep- 
resentation in annuals and 
anthologies, II, 397; Cam- 
bridge-Oxford debate on, II, 
638; American reputation 
of, II, 639; reputation in 
France, II, 640-1; reputation 
and*influe*Lice in Italy, II, 417, 
641; reputation, uncertainty 
and timidity of early Victorian 
opinion, II, 410-11; reputa- 
tion, middle and later Victor- 
ian attitudes, II, 411-14; in- 
complete and inconsistent Vic- 
torian attitude, « II, 413-18, 
419-2J^ 

DESCIUPnONS AND PORTRAITS 

description of, in 1814, 315-16; 
at twenty-six, general picture 
of, 557-9; Captain Kennedy's 
description of (1814), 311; at 
twenty-two, general account 
of, 311-17; description of 
( 1816), by Polidori, 711; Hor- 
ace Smim s description of 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe ^ contin- 
ued) 

(1817), 479; description of 
(1817), by Elizabeth Kent, 
727; physical appearance of 
(1820), II, 228; Medwins de- 
scription of (1820), II, 228; 
Medwin's account of (1820- 
1), II, 233-7; appearance and 
manner (1822), II, 357^4®" 
scription of (1822), prolJably 
by Lei^h Hunt, II, 528, 625; 
Shelleys dress, 557; features, 
557; manners, 557; voice, 557, 
II, 233; port it of, by Amelia 
Currah, II, supposed por- 
trait of, by ^uc de Montpen- 
sier, 564; portrait of, by Tom- 
kyns, II, 171; portrait of, and 
Christ, II, 421; portraits and 
busts of, II, 518-38; inaccurate 
portraiture of, II, 518; ideal- 
ized portraits and busts of; II, 
522-3 

HEALTH 

at Eton, 47, 48, 80-1; in 1811, 
102, 132, 133, 145; injury to, 
at Oxford, Thornton Hunt 
on (1811), 107; at Keswick 
(1811-1^), 191; in 1812, 193; 
takes laudanum, 193; illness 
at Nantgwilltj 233;, illness at 
Tremadoc, 255; at Tanyrallt, 
280; illness after alleged Tany- 
rallt assault (1812), 285; in 
1813, 312; injured by diet 
(1813), 300; in 1813-14, 311- 
12; in 1814, 332, 376, 387, 687, 
690; takes laudanum, 344-5; 
violent illness, 344-5; at time 
of elopement with Mary, 674; 
in 1814-15, 403-6; in 1815, 
393, 406, 415, 416, 430, 705; 
suffers from spasms, 393, 406; 
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Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) • 

repoiAecr dying of consump- 
tion (1815), 3^3; diet pre-. 
scription by* Peacock, 415; in 
1816, 468, 473, 707, 720; in 
1816-17, 722; in 1817, 506, 520, 
523-4, 736-7; described by 
Thornton Hunt, 500; contracts 
• t)phthalmia, 518; at Marlow, 
528, 536; alarming state of 
( September-December 1817 ) , 
537-8; conneclion of, with 
mental worries, 539, 543; Italy 
recommended for hi^ health, 
537; improved, 543; in 1818, 
553, II, 12, 28, 64, 555; oph-. 
thalmia, 553; imjproves, II, 4, 

8, 92; poisoned by Italian 
cakes, fl, 36; illnesS and worry 
after 5eath of Clara JShelley, 

IJ, 50; and spirits at Naples in 
1818-19, II, 6U2; in 1819, II, 
108, 170-1, 566; improved in • 
1819, II, 87, 8^9; failing at 
Rome^ II, 91; and spirits aft- 
er William Shelley’s death 
(1819), II, 94, 97; in 1819, II, 
170; in 1820, II, 182-5, 184, 
187, 189, 207, 214, 215, 228, 
236-7; depressioif and ill 
health, II, 202, 203; in 1821, 

II, 2^, 286, 608; ophthal- 

mia of, II, ,604; suffers from 
spasms, IIj 471; in 1821-2, II, 
336, 337-8, 620; Mary Shelley 
and Medwin on, in 1821-2, 

II, 336; in 1822, II, 334, 
3^, 626; Trelawny on, II, 
359 

FINANCES 

• “ 

in 1811: debts at Oxford, 591; 

* pawns microscope, 107; fi- 
^ nancfis in Edinburgh, 160, 

• ciii 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) • 

161, 162; desperate finances 
at Keswick, 177 

• in 1812 k inability to purchase 
• Nantgwillt, 230-1; finances 
at Lynmouth, 238; econo- 
mizes, 238; receives loan 
from Elizabeth Hitchener, 
646; finances investigated 
by Girdlestone, 255; Girdle- 
stone’s letters to John Wil- 
liams on ( quoted ) , II, 496- 
8, 499-500; Varney’s letter 
to Williams on (quoted), 
II, 500-2; subscription for 
Tremadoc Embankment, 
643; arrest for debt in Car- 
narvon, 643-4; confused fi- 
nances, 274; financial em- 
barrassment (late 1812), 
274-5; financial transactions 
(1812-13), 275, 647 
in 1813: desperate financial 
condition on second trip 
to Ireland, 285-6; assumes 
Godwin’s financial burden, 
297, 322-3; danger of arrest 
for debt, 297, 319; sets up 
carriage, 318, 319; post-obit 
to Starling, 320, 693; finan- 
cial distress and his second 
trip to Edinburgh, 663; fi- 
nancial * distress in Edin- 
burgh, 321; finAcial embar- 
rassment ( 1813-14 ) , 322, 
324-5; post-obit to Nash, 
324; financial dealings for 
Godwin, 331 

in 1814: desperate, 332, 364, 
365, 375, 378, 687-8; finan- 
cial straits in Paris, 352; ef- 
forts to raise money, 366-7, 
369; and the Charters bill, 
688; efforts to dodge bailiffs. 
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Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) ‘ 

368-9; mysterious (Jnly 
1814), 677-8; destitution 
. (autumn 1814), *375, 380s 
pawns or sells microscope, 
380; financial aid to ^God- 
win, 385, 386; attempts to 
raise money for himself and 
Godwin, 386-7; post-obit 
transactions, 387, 690, 693 
in 1815: 399; his debts, 398-9, 
II, 500, 501-2; post-obits, 
398; executes deed poll re 
inheritance, 396; executes 
indenture re inheritance, 
396; receives quarterly al- 
lowance of £250, 397; in 
friendly Chancery suit with 
Sir Timothy, 397, 399, 429; 
Chancery suit against Nash, 
398; memorandum of finan- 
cial settlement (quoted), 
398; financial transaction 
with Whitton, 718; danger 
otarresj^ for debt, 399-400; 
privations, 404-5; legal and 
financial difficulties, 428; ef- 
forts to help Godwin, 428, 
705-6; post-obit transac- 
tions, 430; revised financial 
arrangement with father, 
430; efforts to secure money 
(May and June ) , 448 
in 181€: final financial settle- 
ment with father, 466-7; his 
debts, 466-7; cheques to 
Claire Clairmont, 434, 708 
in 1 81 7: will of ( February 18 ) , 
467, 718; his cheques (June 
, 28-December 18), 5^1; fi- 
nancial expectations, II, 
516; financial situation ( au- 
tumn), 540-2; Mary^s fear 
of his arrest fof debt, 542, 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 

743; arrest for efebt^ ( Octo- 
ber ) , 542* 708, 743; boriows 
from Horace Smith, 540, 
541; post-obits, 541; post- 
obit to Williarrr Willats, 
553-4, 743; financial misun- 
derstanding with Godwin, 
554; forgotten bills at Mur- 
low, 735, 741 

in 1818: mystifying financial 
directions^ to Ollier, II, 27- 
8, 555; unpaid debts, II, 97 
in 181S: indirect financial nag- 
ging from Godwin, II, 99- 
100; financial aid to Henry 
Reveley^, II, 164, 584 
in 1820: II, 229-30; economy, 
II, 184^ pressure and threats 
frop former creditors, II, 
183-4; reviews his giftg to 
Godwin, II, 205-6; £100 
advanced by Horace Smith, 
II, 204; financial transac- 
tions with the Gisbbrnes, II, 
205 

in 1821 : stoppage of income of, 
II, 284-5, 610; conclusion 
of steamboat investment, II, 
299, ffl3; old debts in Eng- 
land, II, 299^00; Emilia Vi- 
viani seeks monej^, ft, 323-4 
in 1822: condifion of his ex- 
pected inheritance, II, 348; 
seeks £400 from Horace 
Smith, II, 204; seeks small 
advance from Horace 
Smith, II, 621; sends money 
to Leigh Hunt, II, 348; pay- 
ment for the Don Juan, II, 
628; and thCc v^eckage of 
the Don Juan, II, 632 
miscellaneous: extant cheques 
of, 742; financial relatioiv? 
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Shelley Percy Bysshe ( contin- 
ued) 

wi^ Godwin, Francis Place 
on, 689-90; see also Godwin, 
William, finances 

MISCELLANEOUS TASTES, TRAITS, 
ANt) PECULIARITIES 

aristocratic prejudice, 596; 

.Aversion from bores, 427-8, 
509, II, 178; concentration, II, 
358; confusion of mental and 
physical worldi^, II, 447; delu- 
sions, real or alleged, 312 ( ele- 
phantiasis, etc.), 349, 373-4, 
384, 443, 649 (Peacock on), 
661-2, II, 368, 446 (see also 
" madness '' ) ; desire for an au- * 
dience, 54 (at Eton), II, 194 
(1820)^ II, 280-1^ desire to 
adopt •little girls, 26, II, 79, 
422; desire for solitfide, II, 
358; avoidance* of society, II, 
357; early habit of fetter-writ- , 
ing, 61; early interest in let- 
ter-wniting, 62; eccentricities, 
Hogg on his, 314-15; extraor- 
dinary harmony of his life and 
works, II, 152-3; fear of losing 
children, and hatred of Lord 
Chancellor, 512-13, 602, II, 

79; fits of anger, 662, 679, 729; 
fits of laughter, 661; fondness 
for paper-boat sailing, 132, 
371, 404, 427, 510, 686; general 
mental constitution ( 1813- 
14), 315-16; hereditary traits, 
14-15; early intellectual ma- 
turity of, 247; intellectual 
depth and subtlety of, 424-5; 
intellectual poVer and activ- 
ity, II, 358-9. 445; humour, 46, 
139, 313-14, 509-10, 522, II, 
836; hypersensitiveness, II, 44, 
233, 44^, 446; ignorance of 
^ ^ cv 


Shelley, Percy Bys^e (cgntiif- 
ued) « 

“ working-day ”,world, II, 358; 
impulsiveness,* 316; judgment 
(1818), 557-8; "lies” of, II, 
' .200, 449-50, 501-2, 556-7 (see 


also truth); love of England, 
439, 449, II, 457, 458; love of 
the fantastic at Marlow, 509; 
" madness ” of, 125, 167, 202, 
316-17, 518, 574, 592-3, 661, 


674, II, 448-9, 491 (see also 
delusions ) ; melancholy and 
despondency of, 132 ( in Lon- 
don), 327-33 (early 1814), 
381, II, 190 (early 1820), II, 
235-6, 255, 316, 317, 372; 


memory, 18; and opera, 520, 
521, 555, II, 7, 8, 59, 66; possi- 
ble effect of opera on Prome- 
theus Unbound, II, 134; opti- 
mism, 213-14, 382, 425-6, 
624, 747, II, 190, 236, 275, 
281-2, 373-4, 577-8; scien- 
tific knowledge and inter- 
ests, II, 578-9; sense of perse- 
cution, 161, 316, ^432, 5*48, II, 
309, 428; sense of purpose and 
mission, 316, 535, 736, 526, 535, 
II, 68, 192, 193, 280, 421, 426- 
9, 430-1; sleep-walking, 133, 
II, 629; suggestibility to books, 
679, 689, 721, II, 422-3; sym- 
pathy, 3>5-16 (sympathetic 
capacity), 516-1^ (with the 
poor), 518 (with plants and 
creatures), 510-11 and II, 445 
(with children), II, 338 
(craving for); thirst for 
knowledge, II, 358; and truth, 
433, 535, 667, II, 139-40, 
449, 501-2, 556-7 (see al^o 
“ lies ” ) ; vegetarianism, 224, 
270, 295, 299, 303, 538, 653, 
657,11,338 
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^ell^y, Pe^cy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) I 

n>EAS, ATTITUUfS, AND OPINIONS 

acting, interest in, Q99; antici- 
pations of his mature ideas, 
195-6; atheism, idea of in 
1817, 746-7; on Byron, 450; on 
.Byrons poetry, II, 289; on 
Christ, 136, II, 332, 370; and 
Christianity, 50, 60, 99, 104- 
6, 109, 122, 135-6, 142, 

161, 194, 246-7, 293, 295-6, 
577, 594, II, 24, 58, 114, 233, 
274, 332, 434-5; opinion of 
Claire Clairmont, 384, 385, 
435; on classical studies, 243; 
attitude toward death, II, 378, 
389; on human depravity, II, 
369; belief in double personal- 
ity, II, 560-1; on dreams, 424; 
on duty, 601-2, 613; on Edin- 
burgh, 160; on entailing prop- 
erty, 178; idea of evil, 747; on 
evils of life, II, 371 ; on evil and 
good in human nature, 195; ex- 
treines of •opinion, II, 371-2; 
on the failure of the French 
Revolution, 212-13; on his fa- 
ther, 14, 144; on financial re- 
sponsibility, 475; on finance 
and commerce, II, 435; on 
freedom, 107; recipe for free- 
dom in Prometheus Unbound, 
II, 1^; cin the present state 
of freedom in Europe and 
America, II, 145-6; historical 
parallelism of Freedom and 
poetry, II, 274-5; moderated 
view of freedom, II, 432-3; de- 
votion to human freedom, II, 
453; on friendship and ^ love, 
194; view of the future in Pro- 
metheus Unbound, II, 11&-22; 
on the Gisbomes,«II, 230; on 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe ^(contin- 
ued) 

God, II, 602; on William God- 
win, 468; 'on Mrs. Godwin, 
362; on government prosecu- 
tions of radical publishers, 
549-50; admiration for the 
Greeks, II, 24, 274; opinions 
of Harriet Shelley, 235, 270, 
345; opinion of Leigh 
502; interest in hypnotism, II, 
v|237; idealization of women, II, 
441-3; idea of imagination and 
reason, II, 272; on the social 
value* of imagination, II, 276- 
7;^n* immortality, 84, 623-4, 
II, 97-8, 237, 373, 574, 602ron 
* the integrity of belief, 246; on 
u^ntellectiial Beauty, 447, 559, 
712, ^*219, 254 -{see also 
Love Y; on jury triafc in reli- 
gious** issues, II, 167-8; on 
kings, II, 435, 437; on* Dr. 

, Lind, 47-8; on LoveVl5l5, 533- 
4 (Pandemian and Uranian), 
534 ( apostrophe to in “ Prince 
Athenase"), 559, 663-4, 712, 
II, 2^-61 (in Epipsychid- 
ion ffon Gharles Lamb, 503; 
on laughter, 309; on Liberty in 
Hellas, 41, 331; literary opin- 
ions of ( 1820-1 ) , II, 233-4; on 
marriage, 137* II, 435,^516; on 
Mary Shelley, 370, 679, II, 238, 
362; on his mbther, 14, 100, 
166; his maxim for improving 
human nature, II, 567; on met- 
aphysics, 79; and music, II, 
174-5; idea of mutability, 739; 
on national debt, II, 147-9, 
428, 437; oA natural beauty, 
145^, 175 (Lake region); on 
Necessity, 559* 653-4; and the 
neo-Platonists, II, 596; on m)n- 

resistance, II, 107, 430; on pa- 

• 

cvi , • 



Index 


Shelley/ Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

per mon?y, II, 146-7; on pa- 
rental tyranny, M, 425; on pa- 
triotism, II, 458; philosophy * 
of, 558-9; development of his 
philosophy of reality, II, 447- 
8; revised philosophy of real- 
ity, II, 135-7; physical reality 
^in Hellas (quoted), II, 331-2; 
on^the plays of Calderon, II, 
100; on the poet, II, 272, 275, 
279, 320, 609; ^n contempo- 
rary poetry, II, 274-5; on con- 
temporary English poetry, II, 
234; on didactic pofetry, II, 
273-4, 432; on the divine ele- 
ment in poetry, I\, 277-80; on • 
his education for poetry, 528; 
relatioPt of poetry ^nd imagi- 
nation^II, 272, 273-4, 276, 432; 
poetry and historical progress 
ol Freedom, II,.274-5; on po- 
etry and moral and political , 
science (quoted), ll, 68; on 
poetry,and politics, II, 280; on 
the real utility of poetry, II, 
275-7; on Roman poetry, II, 
274; on the social importance 
of poetry, II, 273-7; political 
interests, 194, 616, IJ, 170; and 
the popular mind, II, 402; on 
priests, lg[ngsv»etc., II, 435; on 
the Quarterly Review, II, 161, 
197-8; attitude toward review- 
ers, II, 300f, 592; ardour of his 
desire for reform ( 1813 ) , 308; 
chastened view of reform 
(1815), 413-14; modifies ar- 
dour for reform, 513; on re- 
form and revolution (1816), 
514-15; proposals for reform 
( 1817), 51^16; on reform, II, 
]i)7, 112; idea of reform in 
1819, II, 137; practical inter- 


Shelley, Percy Bys^e (oqntift 
ued) . 

est in reform (\819), II, 137- 
8; on specific reforms required 
in England, II, 147; moderate 
.attitude toward reform, 210- 
11, 214, II, 147, 148-50, 151, 
165-6; idea of religious sys- 
tems, 747; idea of revenge, II, 
139; on revolutions, II, 329- 
30; on the blessings of science, 
78-9; social and economic 
opinions, 198, II, 434-7; on so- 
cial enjoyment, II, 104; on 
Southey, 504; interest in Span- 
ish affairs, II, 581; and the 
state of England in 1816-17, 
513-15, (in 1817), 545-6, (in 
1819), 166, 167-8, II, 146-7, 
166, 170; on the present state 
of the world ( quoted ) , II, 373; 
on the study of history, 276; on 
suicide, 311, II, 236, 570-1; 
dislike of the theatre, 521-2; 
on the timidity of publishers, 
549-50; on his unpopularity 
and neglect, 476-#7; on Words, 
424-5; on Wordsworth, 183, 
504, 713, II, 554; and Words- 
worth's “ Highland Boy,” 326 

READING, AND INFLUENCES FROM 
READING 

reading habits, Hogg on, 96, 
243-4, 310, 648, JI, ^3, 235; 
earliest reading, 24; early 
reading in poetry, 52; early no- 
tions from novels, 30; dimin- 
ished interest in novels, II, 
234; reading, 592, II, 427; 
reading at Eton, 51, 52; read- 
ing at Oxford, 81, 96-8; read« 
ing in Edinburgh, 158; reading 
and writing at Keswick, 190- 
3; reading at Tanyrallt, 276- 
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Kelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) « 

8; reading in 1812, books or- 
dered, 648; books ordered tin 
1812, list quoted, 633; reading 
in 1813, 309-10; reading an 
1815, 406, 407-8, 695; reading 
at Marlow (1817), 506;*'read- 
. ing in Naples, II, 66; reading 
in Florence (1819), II, 171; 
reading in early 1820, II, 188; 
reading at Baths of Pisa, II, 
215; idea of a good library, II, 
234 

SHELLEY*S BEADING ALPHABETI- 
CALLY ARRANGED 

{including, with a very few ap- 
parently safe exceptions, only 
items definitely stated by some 
contemporary authority to have 
been read; for other items and 
more accurate phrasing of some 
titles, see under separate authors 
and titles in general index): 
Adolphus: Lives of the Revo- 
lutionists,"^'!!, 540; ^schylus, 
II, 188, 245, 524; .Eschylus: 
Agamemnon, 524, II, 179-80 
(with Mrs. Mason), II, 245 
( with Mavrocordato ) ; ^Es- 
chylus: The Persians, II, 
21; -^schylus: Prometheus 
Bound, II, 542; Albertus Mag- 
nus, Alfieri: Life of, II, 

540, and Tragedies, II, 541; 

Ancient Metaphysics,'’ II, 
215, 545; Apollonius Rhodius, 
II, 215, 245; Apuleius, II, 
544: Golden Ass, story of Psy- 
che in, II, 543; Ariosto, II, 17, 
*' 19, 20 (criticized); Afiosto: 
Orlando Furioso, 310 (with 
Hogg), II, 541; Aristophanes, 
II, 21: Clouds, II, X9, Lysistra- 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe ^(contin- 
ued) 

ta, II, 19, Plutus, II^ 19^ Arrian: 
Historia Indica, II, 544; ^rma- 
ta, II, 545; “Astronomy” in 
[Nicholsons?] Encyclopedia, 
II, 544; “ Athenaiu^ ” II, 188; 
Bacon: Novum Organum, II, 
541; Barrow: Embassy to Chi- 
na, II, 540; Barthelemy:^Ap^?- 
charsis, II, 19, 21; Beaumont 
and Fletcher, II, 171: Bon- 
duca, II, i88. The Gentle 
Shepherdess, 523, The Maids 
Tragedy, II, 21, Philaster, II, 
21, Plule a Wife and Have a 
Wife, 522, Thierry and The- 
odoret, IIv 188; William Beck- 
ford: Caliph Vathek, II, 541; 
Berkeley, 277, 552;n Bertram: 
Le Criminel Secret^ II, 542; 
BibU, 124, II, 171, 541, 544, 
580; Blackwell: History of the 
Court pf Augustus, II, 542; 
Boccaccio (aloud), II, 215; 
Boccaccio: Decameron, II, 
545; Boswell: Life of John- 
son, II, 544-5; Charles 
Brockden Brown: Edgar 
Huntly, II, 540, Wieland, 
721; Buffon, 158; Burke: 
Account of Civil Society, II, 
541; Byron: Child e Harolds 
Pilgrimage, II, 39 (aloud), II, 
329, 542, Dort Juan, II, 544, 
English Bards and Scotch Re- 
viewers, 120, Lara, II, 540, 
Siege of Corinth, II, 541-2; 
plays of Calderdn, II, 100 
(with Maria Gisborne), II, 
233 (with Medwin), 341, 545; 
Cervantes: Don Quixote, 469, 
II, 542, “Little Novels” 
(with Medwin), II, 233; Cic- 
ero: Collectanea, II, 540, 
* < 
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ShelleJy, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

Somnif^m Scipionis, II, 543; 
EaA of Clarendon, II, 163, 
171; Cobbett: Political Regis- 
ter, II, 25* Coleridge: “The 
Ancient Mariner,” 365, Bio- 
graptiia Literaria, II, 544, 
Christabel, II, 542; Coleridge 
^ and Southey; The Devits 
Thoughts, 640; Coleridge: 
Lay Sermons, II, 542, 543, 
Poems, II, t'i41; Condorcet: 
Life of Voltaire, II, 188; Con- 
juration de Rienzi, II, 541, 542; 
life of Cromwell,* II, 542; 
Dante: Divine Comedy (with 
Medwin ) , II, 233, 269, Inferno 
( with Mary ) , II, 66, Paradiso, 
II, 12|, 569, 578,,Vi^a Nuova, 
II, 6(J6; Erasmus Darwin, 147; 
John Davis: Travels* in Amer- 
Hca ( Travels of Four Years and 
a Half in the United States 
of America), II, S43; Defoe: 
Jourpal of Plague Year, II, 
543; Diogenes Laertius, II, 
540; Double Marriage 
(aloud), II, 215; Maria Edge- 
worth: Castle Rackrent, II, 
542; Edinburgh Jieview, II, 
25, 542; Bryan Edwards: His- 
tory ot the* West Indies, II, 
540; Elphinstone: Embassy to 
Caubul, II* 544; Euripides, II, 
66, 207, 541, 545, Ajax, II, 17, 
Electra, II, 17, Hippolytus, II, 
17; John Chetwode Eustace: 
Classical Tour through Italy, 
II, 21, 572; Examiner, 513, II, 
25, 104; Ezekiel, II, 188; John 
Fletcher: The Two Noble 
Kinsmen,* *11, 32; Niccolo 

•Forteguerri : Ricciardetto 

(aloud), II, 207, 545; Charles 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe ^coiitin- 
ued) ^ 

James Fox: History of James 
H, II, 540; ^alignams Paris 
Weekly Messenger, II, 104, 
191; Cibbon: Decline and Fall 
of the Roman Empire, II, 540, 
Life and Letters of, II, 540; 
John Gillie: History of (^An- 
cient) Greece, 638, II, 215, 
545; Godwin: Caleb Williams, 
193, 365 (aloud), II, 542, 
St Leon, 51, 193,' II, 541, 
Enquirer, 193, Essay on 
Sepulchres, 371, II, 540, 
Mandeville, II, 543, Miscella- 
nies, II, 543, Political Justice, 
98, 193, 366, II, 188, 539, 543, 
544, 545; Greek romances, II, 
207, 545; Guarini: Pastor Fido, 
II, 541; Herodotus, II, 21, 215, 
335, 541; Hesiod, II, 541; His- 
tory of Arianism, II, 541; His- 
toire de la Revolution Fran- 
gaise, 469, H, 544; History 
of the French Revolution 
(anon.), 469; Hogg: Memoirs 
of Prince Alexy Haimatoff, II, 
540; Baron d'Holbach: Le 
Systeme de la nature, 242; 
life of Holcroft [Hazlitt's 
ed.?], 469, II, 541; Ho- 
mer, 321, 523, II, 541; “Ho- 
mers Hiymns,” 524; Homer: 
Iliad, 309 (alqpd), II, 544; 
Homer s Odyssey ( aloud ) , 
309; Thomas Hope: Anas- 
tasius, II, 329, 601; Hume, 98, 
110 (with Hogg), 277, 552; 
Hume: History of England, II, 
19; ( and criticized ) Leigh 
Hunt: Foliage, II, 4; Leigh 
Hunt: Story of Rimini, II, 542; 
Isaiah, II, 188; Jeremiah, II, 
188; Ben Jonson: The Alche- 
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ued) , 

mist, II, 543,^ CataKnes Con- 
spiracy, II, 543* Cynthia s Rev- 
els, II, 543, Fall of Sejanus, II, 
543, Volpone, II, 543; Keats; * 
Endymion, II, 212, 596, Hy- 
perion, II, 215 (alond), 
(praised) II, 231, Poems, II, 
M5; Kotzebue: Account of 
His Banishment to Siberia, II, 
541, Travels, 697; Lady Caro- 
line Lamb: Glenarvon, II, 542; 
Charles Lamb: Rosamund 
Gray, II, 103, Specimens of 
the English Dramatic Poets, 
II, 543; Landor: Gebir, 97; 

‘‘ Las Casas on the Indies,” II, 
188; Sir James Henry Law- 
rence: Empire of the Hairs, II, 
539-40, ( praises ) 1, 241; M. G. 
Lewis: The Bravo of Venice, 
90, The Monk, 29, II, 539; Life 
of the Phillips, II, 540; Livy: 
History, ^11, 541; John Locke, 
On the Human Understand- 
ing, 98, li, 541, 542, 545; 
Lovers Progress, II, 215; Lo- 
renzo de' Medici, II, 542; Lou- 
vet: Memoirs, II, 540; Lucian, 
469, II, 542; Mrs. Macaulay: 
History of England, II, 545; 
James MacPherson: Ossian, 
II, 541; Malthus.-« Essay on 
Population^, II, 40; Manso: 
Life of Tasso, II, 17; Manu- 
script venu de St, H^Une, II, 
543; (admires) Manzoni: I 
Promessi Sposi, II, 233; Philip 
Massinger, II, 171; Memoires 
dun Detenu, II, 542; Henry H, 
•Milman: Fazio, II, 542; ^hn 
Milton: Areopagitica, II, 541, 
Comus, 394, Lycidas, II, 541, 
Paradise Lost, 552, it 90 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe (^:ontin- 
ued) 

(Book I aloud), li, ?-45 (with 
Mavrocordat©), II, 540-^1, 542; 

* Milton: Paradise Regained, II, 
188 (aloud), II,' 541; Modern 
Philosophers, H, 542; Mon- 
taigne: Essays, 473,^11, 542; 
Montesquieu: Lettres Per- 
sanes, II, 542; Dr. John Moorq^ 
Journal of, H, 540; ( admires ) 
Thomas Moore: Irish Melo- 
dies, II, 234, iLalla Rookh, II, 
543, Odes and Epistles, II, 543; 
Lady Sydney Morgan [Miss 
OwensAn]: France, 552, II, 
543,' The Missionary, 140, 

* 147, 700; Karl Philipp Mo- 
ritz: Tour in England, II, 
541; Moschus: Wc^ks, II, 
542; Muller: Universtjl His- 
tory, II, 545; New Testament, 
II, 171, 541, 545, 580; OcklAy: 

, History of the Saracens, II, 
541; Amelia Opie: Adelina 
Mowbray, 150-1; Old*, Testa- 
ment ( with Hogg ) , 124, ( with 
Mary), II, 580; Ovid: Meta- 
morphoses, II, 544; Plato, II, 
163, 188, 234: Gorgias, II, 
612, Ion,Al, 271, Ph^do, 97, 
II, 188, 545, Phsedrus, H, 188, 
545, Republic^ 97^ 11, 171 
(aloud), II, 59, 215, 545, 
Symposium, 533, II, 544; 
ITiomas Paine: Ttie Rights of 
Man, II, 544; Robert Paltock: 
PeterWilkins, II, 540; Paracel- 
sus, 41, 52; Mungo Park: Jour- 
nal of a Journey in Africa, II, 
540, 541; Petiarch, 310, 315: 
“Triumph of Death,” II, 631; 
Petronius, II, 54*0; Pindar, 469; 
Pliny, 457, Epistolse, II, 542; 
(and translates) Pliny: Natu~ 
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ral J^is^ry, 50, 576; Plutarch, 
523, II, 541, 597: Lives, II, 66^ 
542; Prometheus Desmotes, 
524; Rabault and Lacretelle: 
Histoi^e de la Revolution, II, 
542; Mrs. Ann Radcliffe, 25, 
30: The Italian, II, 540; Sam- 
•• u^l Richardson: Clarissa Mar- 
lowe, in Italian, II, 13, Pamela, 
II, 542; William Robertson: 
History of Afnerica, II, 215, 
545, History of Charles V, II, 
545; Rousseau: Julie\ 445, Let- 
ter of Emile, II, 542, Lq Nou- 
velle Helo'ise, II, 542, Rever- 
ies, II, 541; (qufttes) St. Aug- 
ustine: Confessions, II, 347, 
580; Godwin,'*!!, 540; Sal- 
lust, fl, 541; Schiller: Maid of 
Orleans (with Medwin), II, 
^33; Schlegel ’(aloud), II, 4; 
“ Scotch Metaphysicians,” 98,* 
Walter Scott: Lady of the 
Lake^, 52, Tales of My Land- 
lord, II, 543, Waverley, II, 543; 
Seneca: Tragedies, II, 541, 
Works, II, 541; Shakespeare, 
361, 420, 552, 699-700 

(aloud), II, 171,541 (aloud); 
Shakespeare: Antony and Cle- 
opatra,*^ II, *543, Cymbeline 
(aloud), II, 40, Henry IV 
(aloud), Jf, 188, Henry VIII, 
II, 21, (and recites) Macbeth, 
II, 495, Richard II, 510, Rich- 
ard III, II, 21, The Tempest, 
II, 366, The Winters Tale 
( aloud ) , 11, ^ 40; Sismondi : 
History of the Republics of the 
Middle Age$ (with Mary), II, 
66; Solis y Revadeneyra: His- 
tory of Mexico, II, 188, 545; 
Sopho<jles, II, 171 (aloud). 
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ued) ^ 

358, 544, 545; Sorcerer, A Nov- 
el, II, 539; Southey: The Curse 
. of Kehama, 52, 97, . 366 

• (aloud), II, 539, 541, Bnd- 
al of Fernandez, 193, Ma- 
dbc, II, 539, 541, (and re- 
cites) “The Old Woman of 
Berkeley,” 509, Thalaba, 52, 
305 (quoted), 366 (aloud), 
367, II, 539; Spenser: Fairie 
Queene, II, 540, 543, Shep- 
herds Calendar, II, 19; Spi- 
noza, II, 358; Mme de Stael: 
Corrine, II, 66, Sur la Littera- 
ture, II, 541; Suetonius, II, 
540; Jonathan Swift: Gullivers 
Travels, II, 542, Tale of a Tub, 
II, 541; Tacitus, 321, 361; 
Tacitus: Annals, II, 542, Ger- 
mania, II, 542; Tasso, 469, II, 
542; life of Tasso [Manso’s?], 
II, 8; Tasso: Aminta, II, 8 
(with Mary), II, 541, Jerusa- 
lem Delivered. 310. (with 
Hogg), II, 541; Thomas Tay- 
lor, II, 597; Telemacho (Fene- 
lon: Telemaque?), II, 542; 
Theocritus, II, 21, 188, 541: 
Pastorals, II, 234, Works, II, 
542; James Thomson: Castle 
of Indolence, II, 541; Thucyd- 
ides, II, *541; Travels before 
the Flood, II, 54^; “ Travels in 
the Kingdom of Caubul,” 524- 
5; Vergil, II, 188 (aloud), II, 
541: JEneid, II, 544, Ec- 
logues, II, 234, Georgies, II, 
21, 544; Vita Alexandri Quintii 
Curtii, II, 542; Volney: Ru\ns 
of Empire, 277; Voltaire: Cdn- 
dide, II, 540, Charles VII, II, 
541, Memoirs, II, 188, 544, Za- 
dig, II, • 540; John Webster: 
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The Duchess* of Malfi, II, 234; 
Kirke White, 4*19, II, 540; Wie- 
land, 315: Agathon, 809, 701,, 
II, 540, Aristippus, II, 13, 
Perigrinus Proteus, II, 540; A 
Wife for a Month, II, 21; John 
Wilson: City of the Plague, II, 
543; Winckelmann: History of 
Art, with Mary, II, 66, 75; 
(aloud) “Wisdom of Solo- 
mon,” II, 188; Mary Woll- 
stonecraft, 349: Letters from 
'Norway, II, 539, Mary, A Fic- 
tion, 361 ( with Mary ) , II, 539, 
Rights of Women, 15, 637, II, 
422, Wrongs of Woman, II, 
540, View of the French Revo- 
lution, II, 540; Wordsworth: 
Excursion, 365 (with Mary), 
II, 539, 541, 596, “ Highland 
Boy,” I, 326, 349, Poems, II, 
540; Xenophon: Memorabilia, 
11,19 • 

POETICAL WOPKS AND TRANSLA- 
TIONS 

^Adonais: composition of, II, 
293; structure of, II, 293; 
Shelley’s opinion of, II, 292- 
3, 334 ( quoted ) ; account of . 
II 293-7: qu oted. II, 219, 
29095; view o*t immortal- 
ity in, II,<293-4, 602; view of 
life and death in, II, 293-4; 
self-pity in, II, 218-19, 235, 
281, 296-7; and Plato’s 
Gorgias, II, 612; influenced 
by Petrarch, II, 294, 373, 
631; attitude toward review- 
" ers in, II, 293, 298-7, %6S; 
rejected passages of, II, 613; 
effect of, on reviewers’ atti- 
tude toward Shelley, II, 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

303; publication 6f, \l, 303; 
Shelley s&nds correc lions 
for, II, 463; r/3views of, II, 
303, 614; reviewed by Hunt, 
II, 356; Shelley discouraged 
by failure of, II, 303; Shel- 
ley’s heart wrapped in copy 
of, II, 635; passim, II„ 4% 
218-19, 235, 281, 334, 554, 

. 602,612,635 

Alastor: early suggestions for, 
195, 700-2; and Peter Wil- 
kins, "^29; Latin motto of, II, 
3^7; listed as in press, 703; 
account of, 418-21; publica- 
tion of, 421; autobiography 
in, 572, 700; and Shelley’s 
dawning idea of •^Intellec- 
tual Beauty, 363, 446; and 
Wordsworth, 699-700; sym- 
bols in, 425, II, 128; Wan- 
* dering^ Jew in, 653; and 
Godwin’s Fleetwood, 635; 
and Wieland’s Agathon, 
704; and J. F. Newton’s ob- 
session with the Zodiac, 657; 
and “ Prince Athanase,” 740; 
improved poetic technique 
of, 405; and Queen Mob, 
blank verse in, 420; and 
Claire ClairAiont? 700; and 
Shelley’s entries in Claire 
Clairmont’s journal, 702-3; 
reviews of, 422-^, 432, 703- 
4; reviewed in Blackwoods 
Edinburgh Magazine, II, 
160-1; Shelley on the neg- 
lect of (quoted), 476; read 
by Byron, 440; echoes of, in 
Peacock’s “ j^ododaphne,” 
748; echoes of, by Keats, 
505; and Epipsychidion,^!, 
261; to be advertised with 
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Shelle;^, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) , , 

LQor> and Cythna, 745; 
translated iAto French, II, 
640; translated into Italian, 
II, 641; rejected by Bodleian 
Library (1824), II, 638-9; 
passim, 45, 294, 406, 475, 
518, 533, 534, 552, 648, 695, 
- ,701,11,133,161,184,580 
“ Arethusa,” use of ancient 
myth in, II, 596 
“ Autumn — A* Dirge,” II, 226; 

manuscript of, 571 
“ The Aziola,” II, 612; quoted, 
II, 291 • , 

Beauties of Percy Bysshe Shel- 
ley, The (pirafted), II, 395-^ 
6, 397, 405 

"‘The '•Boat on the Serchio,” 
57^>, II, 612; quoted, II, 291- 
2 

talderdn, translations from. 


^ 11,374 

The Cenci: manuscript source 
of^tll, 18, 138; jpegun^ IL 91 : 
composition of, II, 96; com- 
pleted, II, 100; dates of, II, 
574; printed at Leg- 
horn, II,TDl; publication of, 
II, 102 , 138 , 194* dedication 
to Leigh Hunt, 502, 
ciitioal actount of, II, 138- 
44; weakness of motivation 
df;^I, ^139, 140; structural 
weakness of, II, 140-1: JB ea- 
trice’s lie in, II, 139-40 :^ nd 
Shelley's atti tude t oward 
the truth, I I,\440-b>()\ in cest 
in, II, 1 41-2^ 161; view of 
evil in,^II, 142, 143-4; op- 
timism, II, 144; Shelleys 
qualifications for writing 
• practical drama, II, 141; 
strenjgth as literature, II, 
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141-^ its, characteristic 
Shelleyan ‘significance, II, 
. i42i4; and Macheth^ .11, 

• 140; and Mary Shelley, II, 

. 100; Mary Shelley on, II, 
H42 ; Shelley's attitude to- 
“^rd, II, 142, 186, 194;. re- 
views of, 216, 300; 

reviews of, in 1820, II, 591; 
notice of, in Blackwood's 
Edinburgh Magazine, II, 
303; Shelley's reaction to re- 
views of (quoted), II, 196- 
7; and Continental criticism 
of Shelley, II, 639; read by 
Keats, II, 212; admired by 
Trelawny, II, 340; hopes for 
theatrical production of, II, 
101; Shelley wishes Miss 
O'Neill to act Beatrice in, 
521; staged in London and 
Prague, II, 412; stage his- 
tory of, II, 575; pirated edi- 
tion of, II, 397; latp criti- 
cal eulogia •of (quoted), 
II, 580-1; translated into 
French, II, 640; translated 
into Italian, II, 641; The 
Cenci (reprint). Intro, by 
Alfred and H. B. Forman 
(Shelley Soc., London, 
1886 ),•!!, 581; passim, 579, 
II, 22, 89, 580# 

“Charles I” (fragment): be- 
gun, II, 216; sporadic work 
on, II, 330; Shelley finds 
difficult (quoted), II, 334; 
Shelley hopes to complete, 
II, 464; resumed by Shelley 
•(January 8, 1822), II, 64i; 
passim, II, 303, 601, 609 
vA^The Cloud”; and Adam 
Walker's lectures, 24, 566; 
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Sl^lley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

and Beccaria on ‘'Artificial 
Electricity/’* 566; symbol- 
• ism of, II, 597; and Byrons, 
Manfred, II, 134; MS. of, 
presented to Harvard, II, 
414; passim, II, 134, 451 
" The Creator,” a supposed 
work which never existed, 

II, 609 

"The Daemon of the World,” 
294, 421 

. "Death,”II, 563, 564 

. "Dedication: To Mary,” 535, 

536 

" Devils Walk, The,” 225, 249, 
633, 634, 640, 641 
Epipsychidion: composition 

and publication of, II, 255; 
mistaken dating of, II, 606; 
publication of, II, 269, 608; 
Mrs. Boinville’s anticipation 
of motto of, 666; descrip- 
tive and critical account of, 

II, 255-69; meaning of ti- 
tler II, 234-5; quoted, II, 
258, 259, 260, 262, 264, 266, 

267, 268; and Emilia Vivia- 
ni, 196, II, 606-7; Claire 
Clairmont in, II, 73, 74, 256, 
608; Mary Shelley in, II, 
256; elopement in, II, 256, 

268, 320, 606-7^' and Shel- 
ley s alleged immorality at 
Oxford, II, 607; essential 
truth of, II, 256; love in, II, 
259-61; and "Julian and 
Maddalo,” II, 49, 55; and 
Plato and Dante, II, 269; 
possible source of lines 450- 
3, II, 553; the " captive 
bird ” in, II, 249; echo 
of Schubart’s "Wandering 
Jew ” in, 581; autoibiograph- 

cxiv 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe (fcontin- 
ued) ^ , 

ical element in, ll, ^61-9; 
contemporary criticism of, 
II, 269-7; conji.ment on, and 
two reviews of, in the Gos- 
sip, II, 608; Shelley s revul- 
sion from, II, 325; suppres- 
sion of, II, 325-6, 617-18; 
pirated ( 1829 ), II, 410; pask 
Sim, 202, II, 105, 253, 295, 
606 

" Epithalamiitm of Francis 
Ravaillac and Charlotte 
Corday,” 93, 94 (quoted), 
5p6 ‘ 

" Essay on Love,” lost poem, 
95 

"Evening: Ponte al Mare, 
Pisa,” 51, 176, ^0, 611; 
quoted, II, 290 ^ 

" Evening: To Harriet,” 323 
" Exhortation, An,” quoted,* II, 
189 ^ 

" Feelings of a Republican on 
the Fall of Bonaparte,” 414, 
421 

" Fiordispina,” 748 
" F olio w ” ( fragment ) and 

" Love s Philosophy,” II, 563 
"Fragment: To the People of 
England,” II, 576 
"Fugitive, The”:* and the 
imaginary elopement in 
EpipsychidioA, II, 320; con- 
nection with Emilia Viviani, 
11,617 

" Ginevra,” connection with 
Emilia Viviani, II, 319-20 
(quoted), II, 617 
" God Save the King,” uncer- 
tain fate of, 279-80, 649 
Goethe: Faust,* translation 
from, II, 374 • 

"Good Night”: MS. of, 571; 
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and Sophia Stacey, II, 173; 
misdated, II,* 190 
Hellas: propiised to Ollier, II* , 
463; publication of, II, 330, 
600;,aedicated to Mavrocor- 
dato, II, 245; account of, II, 
328-32; quoted, II, 278, 

^ * ,331-2; choruses in, II, 330- 
1; and Shelley’s idealization 
of the Greeks, II, 328-30, * 
560; and Dtie Persians of 
iEschylus, II, 328; and 
Prometheus Unhbundy II, 
331; and Byron s ‘‘ Isles of 
Greece,” II, 331, 619;^Shcl- 
leys attitude® toward, II* 
328, 330; the Wandering 
Jew > in, 653; reviewed, II, 
33G> 390; translated into 
French, II, 640; pissim, II, 

" 25,334,371,3619 
Homer, Shelley ^ translates* 
from, II, 374 

Homeric Hymns, translation 
of, 527, 553 

Homeric “ Hymn to Mer- 
cury”: translation of, II, 
207, 594, 596, 599; and “ The 
Witch of Atlas,”4I,219 
" How beautiful it sails,” un- 
pifbli«hed ^lank-verse frag- 
ment possibly related to 
AZa^f or ^(fjuoted), II, 702 
"Hymn of Apollo, The,” use 
of ancient myth in, II, 

596 

V "Hymn to Intellectual Beau- 
ty ”: circumstances of com- 
position of, 451, 713; sent to 
Hunt for^ Examiner, 475, 
476, 721; explanation of In- 
• tellectual Beauty in, 447; 
self-dedication in, 28 (quot- 
• *% . cxv 


ed), 41 (quoted), 463, 567, 
II, 423, 559, 567; autobiog- 
raphy in, and Alastor, 57.2; 

. and Shelley’s drift from Ne- 
cessity, II, 126; and Epipsy- 
*chidion, II, 261; passim, 363, 
534-5,11,218 

" Hymn of IPan,” II, 452; use of 
ancient myth in, II, 596 

^‘Indian Serenade .and So- 
phia Stacey, II, 174, 452; 
musical settings of, II, 639 

" Invocation to Misery,” appli- 
cation of to Mary Shelley, 
II, 53-4 (quoted), II, 563, 
564 

"Is Not To-day Enough?” 
(fragment), II, 563 

" Julian and Maddalo scene 
of writing described by 
Mary Shelley, II, 37; date of, 
II, 40, 41, 557; publication 
of, II, 101, 194„559, 562, 
574-5; and Glara Shelley’s 
death, II, 41;4iidden mean- 
ing of, II, 44-50; autobio- 
graphical elements in, II, 
42-3, 558-9, 560-2; the 
" mask of falsehood ” in, II, 
48-9; dejection and violence 
of, II, 49; hypersensitive- 
ness o? Julian (Shelley) in, 
II, 249, 255; persistence of 
sense of mission in, II, 68, 
192; Shelley on the reality 
of, II, 559; significance of 
“ the accompanying poems,” 
II, 50-1, 563; Claire Clair- 
mont’s objections to publi- 
cation of, II, 575; cancelled 
passage of, II, 564; contem- 
plated suicide in, II, 571; 
and JSpip^chidion, II, 264; 
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Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) V 

passim, 69,285, II, 189, 556, 

577, 606 ^ 

“ t^ament. A,” and Emilia Vi-, 
vianis marriage, II, 321 
(quoted), 322, 323, passim, 

II, 452 

Laon and Cythna: Shelley sug- 
gests idea of, to Byron, 462, 

528; connection of Elizabeth 
Kitchener and Cythna, 627; 
begun, 506; finished, 527; 
Shelley’s self-dedication in 
introductory poem to, 567; 
diflSculties in publishing, 
547-52; revision of, 551-2, 

746; Preface to, 354, 360^ 
Preface to, quoted, 528-30; 
summary and discussion of, 
529-33; summary of, by 
Leigh Hunt, 737-9; and 
Shelley’s first trip through 
France, 354-5; and the ex- 
travagance of Louis XIV, 

462; structural weakness of, 

530; incd^t in, 548-9; echo 
of Schubart’s "Wandering 
Jew” in, 581; Dr. Lind in, 

573; optimism of Laon and 
Cythna, 531-2; use of sym- 
bolism in, 530, 532; symbol 
of serpent and eagle in, 682, 

II, 119, 123, 33a; and Rosa- 
lind and' Helen, similarity 
of, 533; Shelley to Godwin 
on, 528, 530; Godwin on, 

494; Shelley reads review of, 
in Quarterly Review, II, 
155-6; passim, 349, 716, 739, 

745, II, 112, 264. See also 
‘ Revolt of Islam, The ® 

^Letter to Maria Gisborne”: 
date of, II, 553, 594; quoted, 

II, 208-10; Leigh Hunt’s 
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Shelley, Percy Bysshe (‘contin- 
ued) 

study described jin -( quot- 
ed ) , 479; Character sketches 
in, II, 209-10: characters of 
Leigh Hunt and Horace 
Smith in, 502; cheerfulness 
in, II, 208, 210; use of five- 
stress couplet in, II, 451 
" Lines to a Reviewer,” 11. 5ft2 
"Lines to the Lord Chancel- 
lor,” 512-13 (quoted), 536, 
733, 739 - 

"Lines: We Meet Not as We 
Parted,” and Jane Williams, 
II, 364 

" Lines Written among the Eu- 
ganean Hills”: date and 
place of composition, II, 40, 
557; summary and' autobio- 
graphical significance of, II, 
41; View of Venice in, II, 
556, 558; passim, II, 560 ^ 

" Lines Written during the 
Castlereagh Administra- 
tion,” II, 576 

" Lines Written in the Bay of 
Lerici,” and Jane Williams, 
II, 364, 626-8 

" Love’s Philosophy and So- 
phia Stacey, II, 173; and 
"To Sophia,” confusion of, 
II, 587; mSinusOTipt, 571; 
misdated, II, 190, 563 
"Magnetic Lady to Her Pa- 
tient, The,” II, 346 
"Marianne’s Dream,” publi- 
cation of, II, 67 
Masque of Anarchy, The: ac- 
count of, II, 10^7; sent to 
Hunt for ^ publication, II, 
138; and Petrarch’s Tri- 
umphs, II, 294; Hunt pub- 
lishes (1832), II, 397; pas- 
sim, II, 165 
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Shelley, Eercy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

“ Melody tQ a Scene of Former 
Times," and Shelley’s de- 
spair over Harriet Grove, 

93 

Mirabaud, translation from 
(lost), 1241 

Miscellaneous and Posthu- 
mous Poems (pirated), II, 

39?, 403 

Mont Blanc circumstances 
of composition, 714; account 
of, 454-S; and Intellectual 
Beauty and Necessity, 363, 

455 

Moschus: Elegy on the Death 
of Bion, translation of, II, 
295-6 

" Mutabib'ty " ( " Th^ flower 
that smiles today”), and 
Emilia Viviani’s marviage, 

II, 323 

My head is wild with weep- 
ing for a grief ” ( fragment ) , 
quotes], II, 554 

"My Soul is an Enchanted 
Boat,” 731 

"New National Anthem, A,” 

II, 576 

" Nightmare, The,” 55 , 

" Ode to Liberty critical 
summai%of, 11, 191-2; quot- 
ed, II, 192; and Queen Mab, 

II, 137, 192f Shelley reads 
aloud to Mrs. Mason, II, 

224; dishonesty of Quarterly 
in reviewing, II, 591; pas- 
sim, II, 108, 189, 222 

"Ode to Naples”: date of 
composition of, HI, 600; first 
publication of, II, 223; de- 
scribed and*(](Vioted, II, 222- 
4> offered to Literary Mis- 
cellany, II, 223; impressions 
« \ cxvii 


Shelley, Percy Byssh<i (confin-'^. 
ued) 

of Pompeii in, II, 566; pas- 
sim, II, 226 

Ode tn the Wwt Wind ”* an- . 
ticipations of, II, 193; frag- 
ment in Shelley’s notebook 
suggesting date of, II, 586; 
criticized and quoted, II,, 
193; symbolism of, 214, II, 
115, 597; and Baise, II, 62, 

^ 63, 566; possible source of 

two lines in, II, 553; use of 
terza rima in, II, 451; in- 
tense personal prayer in, II, 
280-1; self-characterization 
in, and in " Julian and Mad- 
dalo,” II, 43; echo of Schu- 
bart’s " Wandering Jew ” in, 
581; passim, II, 134, 170, 
293, 452 JC 

" Ode, Written October, 1819, 
before the Spaniards have 
Recovered Their Liberty,” 
II, 108, 139, 581-2 
CEdipus Tyrannus, see Swell- 
foot the Tyrant n * 

"On a Faded Violet,” II, 51; 
and Mary Shelley’s de- 
spondency ( quoted ) , II, 52; 
and Sophia* Stacey, II, 52, 
173, 617 

" On Launching Some Bottles 
Filled with Knowledge into 
the British Chani^l,” 640 
" On Music,” 731; ( ‘^Silver key 
of the fountain of tears,” 
fragment), 507 (quoted), 
731 

" On Robert Emmet’s Tomb,” 
234 

Original Poetry by Victor and ; 
Cazire: published and ad- 
vertised, 57; Harriet Grove 
in, 583^ preservation of, 
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Shelley, Fercy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) - 

57^ passim, 90, 93, 578, 582, 

. II, 450* • 

“Orpheus” (fragment), and' 
his estrangement from 
Mary, quoted, II, 189, 590-1 
“Passage of the Apennines,” 
quoted, II, 13 
“Past, The,” II, 52, 575 
“Peter Bell the Third,” II, 
168-9 

“ Poetical Essay on the Exist- 
ing State of Things” (lost) 
and “Essay on Love,” 95; 
and Southey’s Curse of Ke- 
hama, 97; advertisement of, 
108; listed as published, 600* 
speculations concerning, 597 
Poetical Works (1839), II, 
397, 637 

Posthumous Poems (ed. Mary 
Shelley, 1824), 729, II, 386, 
397, 401, 402, 637; read by 
Goethe, II, 639; and Shel- 
ley’s reputation, II, 395; pi- 
•rated<1826),II,397 
“ Prince Athanase described 
and quoted, 533-4; frag- 
ment attributed to, II, 563- 
4; and Dr. Lind, 47, 535; 
and Plato’s Symposium, 576; 
Pandemian and Uranian 
Love in, II, 262; abandoned, 
740; passim, 527, 739, II, 451 
Prome^us Unbound: first 
suggestion of, II, 5-6; cen- 
tral idea anticipated, 195; 
composition of, II, 36, 37, 
40, 89, 170, 557; transcribed, 
II, 101-2; publication of, II, 
102, 138, 591; purpose of, 
II, 431; Roman setting of, II, 
1 14-15; prose preface to, 294, 
II, 431-2 (quoted), 115, 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe.; (contin- 
ued) 

127-8; c'ritfcajl account of, 
II, lll.r37; quoted, II, 113, 
115, 116-17, 118, 119, 120-2, 
123; Shelley on, II, 102; use 
of ancient myth in, II, 596; 
Christ in, 653; and Shelley’s 
attitude toward Christian- 
ity, II, 24-5; and free-will, 
II, 192-3; view of freedom 


in, 211, II, 124-5, 330; on the 
real Ggd, II, 117; view of 
good and evil in,^I, 123-4, 
371, 624; imagery of, II, 
1^7-33, 579-So,- Intelfectual 
f b^uty, or Love, in, II, 118- 
hyV^Wj^tellectual integrity of, 
' kl,Kl23-5, 126-7; l yrica l 
],2fe7. 133, 
j 134-5; echo fi;om Mary’s 
^ journal in, 681-2; metaphys- 
’ ical speculation in, H, 130; 
misunderstanding of, II, 
127, 131-3; op timis m of, II, 
113-14, 125, 136^275, 577-8; 
originality of, II, 127-8; phi- 
l osophy of JI. 118, 125, 

6; rapidity of regeneration 
in, II, 577; science in, 666, 


II„129; and Shelley’s desire 
for solitude, II, 578; sp ring 
in, II, 115-1^ symbols in. 
It, 128; deliberate unpopu- 
larity of, II, 132-3, 281; uni- 
ty of, II, 127; and The Cen- 
ci, II, 143; and “ Fragment: 
To Music,” 731; and Hellas, 
II, 331; and Queen Mab, 
II, 125-6; and “ Triumph of 
Life,” II, 372; contemporary 
reviews of, II, 300; contem- 


porary reviews on “ obscur- 
ity ” of, II, 131-2; Ke^ts on, 
II, 212; translated into Ital- 
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Shelley, liPercy Bysshe ( contin- 

ued) , ^ 

ian, II, §41; passim, 202, 728, 
739,'' II, 22, .105, 106, 161, 
293,554,577,594 

Queen Mab: anticipations of, 
in letters to Elizabeth 
Kitchener, 195, 196, 208; 
Shelley begins, 240; contin-. 

• ued progress of, ’270; and 
Shelley’s second visit to Ire- 
land, 287; sent to Hookham 
to be printed,t286; finished, 

278; in press, 290; motto of, 

106; minor poems ‘accom- 
panying, 648; circulation of, 

291, 295, 493; recipients of 
copies of, 653; Skelley on, to 
Thomas Hookham, (quot- 
ed), 340-1; described and 
discmsed, 292-4; impor- 
tance of, 294; good ahd evil 
fti, 293; and Adam Walker, 

23; and Erasmus Darwin, 

147; and Volney’s Ruins of 
Emjj^re, 292; and Tom 
Paine, 292; and Godwin, 

260, 292; and Voltaire, 106, 
292; and Holbach, 234, 292; 
and Southey’s Curse of Ke- 
hama, 97, 293; and South- 
ey’s Thalaba, 293; and Trot- 
ter’s t>/ the Nervous 

Temperament, 666; and the 
Wandering* Jew, 293, 581, 
653; and’ Theological In- 
quirer, 410, 475, 696-7; 
‘‘Ode to Author of Queen 
Mab,” 411 (quoted), 697; 
Mary Shelley’s copy of, 338; 
recension of, fti Alastor vol- 
ume, 421; projected transla- 
tion of, into Portuguese, 
621; makes mysterious con- 
vert, 436; an American con- 
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Shelley, Percy Bysshe (cqptii 
ued) - 

vert to, 474; r^ad oy Byron, 
440; John Murray despises, 
465; pchoes of, by Keats, 

. 505; praised by William 
Baxter, 536; radicalism of, 
52, 277; hostility to soldiers 
and commerce in, 194; vege- 
tarianism in, 292, 302, 653, 
657; and the progress in 
Shelley’s view of Christian- 
ity, II, 24; and “A Retro- 
spect of the Times of Old,” 
244; and “ Poetical Essay 
on the Existing State of 
Things,” 597; and Laon and 
Cythna, 532; and Prome- 
theus Unbound, II, 125-6; 
and “ Ode to Liberty,” II, 
192; and Epipsychidion on 
“free” love, II, 260; ad- 
mired by Trelawny, II, 340; 
and Shelley’s reputation in 
1821-22, II, 356; pited in 
Court of Chancery, 489, 493, 
II, 514, 516; laWr history of, 
294; prosecution of publish- 
ers of, 639, II, 167; and Rich- 
ard Carlile, II, 304; and lat- 
er working-class radicalism, 
II, 304; and the Chartists, II, 
386; piracies of, II, 304, 397, 
405, 406; 407, 585; Shelley 
disavows piracy of Queen 
Mab, II, 304; pretended 
New York edition of, II, 304, 
614, 696-7; pirated edition 
“ free from objectionable 
matter,” II, 405; popularity 
of pirated editions, II, 408; 
aAQ the Owenites, 734; reacJ 
by Robert Browning, II, 
403; read aloud by Com- 
munist^ II, 417; passim, 45, 
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f55iel|ey, Pefe^cy Bysshe (contin- I Shelley, Percy Bysshe# (contin- 


ued) f 

277, 296, 317, 366, 405, 418, 
558, 603, 646, 732, II, 133, 
427 

Peter Bell the Third ocpa- 
sion of, II, 168; date of, II, 
586; Shelley’s opink)n of 
Wordsworth in, II, 168-9; 
Shelley indifferent to publi- 
cation of, II, 194; serious un- 
dernote in, II, 169, 219, 226 • 
Question, The,” II, 189, 563 
“ Remembrance manuscript 
of, 571; quoted, II, 321; 
note to Jane Williams with 
( quoted ) , II, 617 
"Retrospect: Cwm Elan, 

1812, The,” 235, 636; quot- 
ed, 234 

" Retrospect of Times of Old, 
A,” 240, 244 

Revolt of Islam: Shelley be- 
gins, 527-8; Preface of, 739; 

" D/jdication ” to, II, 423 
quoted ) , II, 559, and Ept- 
sychidion, II, 261, can- 
celled lines of, (quoted), II, 
607; purpose of, 192, II, 431; 
and Dr. Lind, 47; and En- 
dymion, 504; symbolism in, 
530, II, 431; supposed " false 
friend ” in, 535, 740; Leigh 
Hunt s revievp of, 559, II, 
155; r^fcviewed in Man of 
Kent, II, 155; Southey de- 
nies writing Quarterly re- 
view of, II, 198; De Quin- 
cey’s influence on Black- 
woods review of, 186; an- 
ticipation of "Ode to jfhe 
West Wind” in, It, 193; 
Medwin finds copy of, in In- 
dia, II, 228; passim, 737; see 
also imder Laoi\and Cythna 


ued) 

Rosalind and Helen: begun 
and finished, 533 date of 
composition of, 739-40; cop- 
ied, 556, II, 22; Shelley’s 
tribute to Mary in Adver- 
tisement of, II, 69-70, 560; 
autobiographical nature of, 
535; and Isabel Booth,, II, 
386; reviews of, II, 103; re- 
viewed in Blackwoods Ed- 
inburgh Magazine, II, 160; 
mentioned by Shelley to 
Byron, II, 187; admired by 
Labfib, II, 103; passim, 527, 
^ II, 77 

"Sensitive Plant, The”; pos- 
sible anticipation of, 195; 
quoted, II, 136-7; and Mrs. 
Mason, II, 180; sympathy in, 
516; personal significance 
of, II, 439, 563; passifn, II, 
134, 189, 415 

"Song ’ (dated April 1810), 
583 

" Song: To - ,” 583 
"Song: To the Men of Eng- 
land,” II, 576 

" Song of Prosperine,” proba- 
ble spurces of, II, 565, 601 
" Sonnet: England in 1819,” II, 
165,576 . 

" Sonnet; ‘ Lift Not the Paint- 
ed Veil,’ ” II, 53, 136 
"Sonnet: To Janthe” (Sep- 
tember 1813), quoted, 318, 
323 

“ Sonnet to Lord Byron,” II, 333 
" Sonnet: To the Nile,” 555 
" Sonnet: Written on Leaving 
Lynmouth for Ilfracombe ” 
(1812), fragment, quoted, 
253-4 r 

" Stanzas — April, 1814,” and 
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Shelley, ¥ercy Bysshe (contin- 
ued ) , , 

Shelleys miserable state of 
mina in 1814; 667 
« “ Stanzas Written in Dejection 
near Naples,” described and 
quoted, II? 68-9; passim, II, 

54, 65, 136, 235 

“ Summer Evening Church- • 

• yj^rd, Lechlade, Cfoucester- 
shire. A,” 416 
“ Sunset, The,” 702 
Swellfoot the Tyrant: occa- 
sion of, II, 224; begun, II, 

600; sent to Horace Smith 
for publication, II, 223; f^b- 
lication and suppression of, 

II, 225; summariled and dis- 
cussed, II,’ 225-6; political 
satire ^n, II, 225^; serious 
undeiAiote of, II, 219; pas- 
sim, 597 

“Time Long Past”: manu- 
script of, 571; anjl Sophia 
Stacey, TI, 173-4; misdated 
by Mary Shelley, II, 190; 
passim, II, 563 

“To a Balloon Laden with 
Knowledge,” 640 
“To a Celandine,” 713 

a Skylark date of com- 
position, II, 594; composi- 
tion and background of, II, 
211; setting of poem de- 
scribed by John Gisborne, 

II, 594; and Shelley’s intense 
desire to be heard, II, 280, 
281; and Shelley’s “ Defence 
of Poetry,” II, 280, 609; pas- 
sim, II, 134, 415, 451 wT 
“ To Constantia * ( fragment) : 
and Claire Clairmont, 508, 
731-2; quoted, symbplism 
•2)1 moon in, II, 607-8 
“ To Constantia Sin*ging and 
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Shelley, Percy ByssAe (contin^ 
ued) / 

Claire Clairmont ( quoted ) , 
507-8; echo ’of Schubart’s 
, “ Wandering Jew ” in, 58JL • 

“To Edward Williams”: ’and 
Shelley’s domestic situation, 
ir, 346; and Shelley’s rela- 
tions with the Williamses, 
II, 621 

“ To Emilia Viviani,” II, 253 
* “To Harriet” (1812):. quot- 
ed, 245, 639; dedicatory po- 
em to Queen Mab (quot- 
ed), 291-2 

“To Harriet on Her Birthday,” 
639 

“ To Harriet: Thy look of love 
has power to calm,” quoted, 
330 

“ To -- (T fear thy kisses, gen- 
tle maiden),” and Sophia 
Stacey (quoted), II, 174 
“To Ireland,” 208, 234 
“ To Jane: The Invitation,” II, 
343 

“To Jane (The '•keen stars 
were twinkling),” quoted, 
II, 345, 364, 452 
“To Jane: The Recollection,” 
and Shelley’s domestic situ- 
ation, II, 343 

“ To Mary Wollstonecraft 
Godwin,^ 337-8 
“To Mary” (fragment), and 
Shelley’s domestic loneli- 
ness, II, 562 

“ To Mary Shelley ” ( two frag- 
ments), quoted, and Shel- 
ley’s domestic loneliness, II, 
98-9 

“Trf— (Music, when soft* 
voices die ) ,” and Emilia Vi- 
viani’s marriage (quoted), 
II, 322 • 
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Shelley, PSrcy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

“To Night”: partial anticipa- 
'tion of, l55^; passim, 452 
' .“To— (OhI there. are spirits 
of the air),” 668 
“To One Singing” (frag- 
ment), 731; quoted, 507 
• “ To — ( One word is too often 
profaned ) ,” II, 607 
“To Sidmouth and Castle- 
reagh,” II, 576 
“To Sophia,” II, 174, 587 
“To thirst and have no fill” 
(fragment), II, 563 
“To William Shelley ( The bil- 
lows on the beach are leap- 
ing around it),” 512 (quot- 
ed), 536 

“ To William Shelley (My lost 
William, thou in whom),” 
quoted, II, 98 
“ To Wordsworth,” 421 
“ Tower of Famine,” and Pisa, * 
II,^76 

“TQriumph of Life, The”: ac- 
count df, II, 369-73; quoted, 

II, 370; view of life in, II, 
371-3; and Petrarch's Tri- 
umphs, II, 372-3; and Pro- 
metheus Unbound, II, 372 
“ Two Spirits — An Allegory, 
The,” probable allegory in, 

II, 189-90, 563 

“ Unfinished Drama ” ( frag- 
ment): and Trelawny, II, 

342; and Jane Williams, II, 

621 

“Vision of the Sea, A,” and 
Shelley s domestic situation, 

II, 189 

' “Voyage, The,” 240, 244 
Wandering Jew, The: Shelley 
seeks publication of, 89; 
publication of/ 580; dedi- 
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Shelley, Percy Byssh/ (contin- 
ued ) e « 

cated to Sir Franc^ Burdett, 
75; described, 60; relation 
of, to “ The Nightmare,” 
55; Schubart's “Wandering 
Jew” in, 581; nassim, 60, 
653 

“Wandering Jew's Soliloquy, 
The ” ( unpublished Esduile 
MS.), 653 

“ We meet not as we parted,” 
and JanC Williams, II, 627, 
628 

“W^h a Guitar: To Jane”: 

^ composition of, II, 344-5; 
passim, II, 415; and The^ 
Tempest, II, 451 
“Witch of Atlas, The”: intro- 
ductory poem to, II, 586, 
599, quoted, II, 2ri6-17; and 
“ Trhe Triumph of Life,” II, 
370; circumstances anS date 
of its; composition, II, 214, 
226; copied by Mary, II, 
241; critical account of, II, 
216-21; criticism of Profes- 
sor Grabo's explanation of, 
II, 596-9; sneer at Words- 
worth in, II, 169; verse of, 
II, 451; passim, II, 260, 303 
Works: (pirated, 1831) II, 
397; (pirafed, 1834) 11,395; 
(pirated 1835) II, 397 
“ Zucca, The,^' ;md Shelleyan 
love, II, 338 (quoted), II, 
346 

untitled, general and miscella- 
neous: 

early poems still in manu- 
script, 2f79; projected vol- 
ume of earjy verse, 191; me- 
.diocrity of early poems, 196; 
ideas for poems in h& let- 
ters, 191, 195, 1^; early Lat- 

f * 

f 
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Shelley, S^ercy Bysshe (contin- 

ued) 

in versej, ^1,*565; early po- 
em ai)out Harrfet Grove, 63; 
poem to Harriet Grove, 66, 
67; lost po*em on Garlton 
House fete, 143; poem on 
Mexico, 207; poem on his 
return to Wales, 267; de- 
, jected poem at Bracknell, 
32Y; poems on his de- 
jection in early 1814, 330; 
autobiography, in Marlow 
poems, 534^; revolutionary 
poems of 1819, II, •107-8; 
poems of early 1820, and 
Mary's depression, II, 139- 
90; estrangement from Mary 
as possibly reflected in vari- 
ous shorter poems,, II, 562- 
5; poniis to Sophia Stacey 
and music, II, 173-4,* frag- 
ntent addressed to Emilia 
Viviani (quoted), II, 254; a 
lost poem of, 191;* Troilus 
and Qressida, projected po- 
em on, II, 464; unpublished 
fragmentary poem of ( quot- 
ed), 702-3 

general qualities of, etc,: 
blank verse of, II, 452; de- 
scriptive ability, II, 450-1; 
and didactic poetry, II, 280; 
effective rhythms of, II, 
451-2; lyrics set to music, 
II, 412; fondness for “vi- 
sionary rhyme,” II, 216; im- 
agery of, and Dante, II, 579- 
80; and Ezekiels wheel, II, 
580; and Neo-Platonism, II, 
580; and science, II, 578, 
579; poetry, intensity of, II, 
453; poetiy* its peculiar 
srase of loneliness, II, 453; 
qualities as a poet, II, 450- 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe (coi^tin^l 
ued) . 

3; relation of Jiis poetry to 
music, II, 452; musicak set- 
tings pf, II, 639; sense of. 

. structure in poetry, II, 45^ 

3, use of Spenserian stanza, 
II,'451; symbolism, 425, 532, 
616, II, 115-16, 119, 330, 
424, 431, 437, 596, 597, 607; 
use of terza rima, II, 451 

PROSE WORKS, LETTERS AND 
TRANSLATIONS 

Address to the Irish People: 
composition of, 192-3, 197; 
publication of, 207, 209; 
format, 630; and J. P. Cur- 
ran, 206; analysed and dis- 
cussed with A Proposal for 
an Association, etc., 210-15; 
quoted, 211-12; Irish neg- 
lect of, 215; remaining cop- 
, ies sent to Miss Hitchener, 
226; investigated at^ Holy- 
head, 228; item on, in Peel 
Papers ( quoted ) , 630-1 ; 
passim, 224, 227, 631 
Address to the People on the 
Death of the Princess Char- 
lotte, 527, 545-6, 744 
“ Arch of Titus, The,” note on, 
II, 583 

“ Assassins, » The,” ( unfin- 
ished ) : begun * and re- 
sumed, 357, 362, 366, 405; 
account of, 682-3; love of 
natural beauty in, 362-3; the 
Wandering Jew in, 653 
“ Bacchus and Ampelus,” de- 
scription of, II, 583 
“ Bacxhus by Michaelangelo, • 
A ”: description of, II, 583 
Biblical Extracts (lost), 279, 
629 
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•Shelley, Pfercy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

“Coliseurp: A Fragment, 

•The”: bfegun, II, 59; ac- 
, count of, II, 565 t6 
iDeclaration of Rights, , A: 
printing of, 633, 640; de- 
scription of, 640; copies of, 
sent to Elizabeth Kitchener, 
226; Elizabeth Kitchener to 
distribute, 233; launched in 
toy boats, 249; investigated 
by Kolyhead authorities, 
228; reported from Barnsta- 
ple and investigated, 250; 
passim, 225, 641, K, 427 
“Defence of* Poetry”: antici- 
pations of, 196, K, 565; writ-*' 
ten and copied, II, 271; pub- 
lication of, II, 608; account 
of, II, 270-80; quoted, II, 
133, 272, 273-4, 276-7; its 
unity with Shelley s life and 
character, II, 272, 280-l;« 
progress of Liberty in, II, 
191; on didacticism and im- 
aginatton, II, 432; edited for 
Liberal by John Kunt, II, 
608; passim, 247, II, 330 
“Discourse on the Manners 
of the Ancients Relative 
to the Subject of Love” 
(fragment): admiration for 
Greeks in, II^ 24, 619; pas- 
sim, E, 553 

“Essay on Friendship, An” 
(fragment) quoted, 28; pas- 
km, 566 

“Essay on a Future State” 
(fragment) II, 574 
Essays, volume of, 147-8, 191- 
2, 423; uncertain chronology 
of, 192,704 

Essays, Letters From Abroad, 
etc. (London, 1840), 648, 


Shelley, Percy Byssh(/ (contin- 
ued) 

704, 716,' II’ 307, 565, 567, 
571, 608,.637 ^ 

(and Mary) History of a Six 
Weeks' Tour, 527, II, 183 
Hubert Cauvain, ^ lost novel, 
and Shelley's view of the 
French Revolution, 192, 213 
(and Mary) journal, see Shel- 
ley, Mary: journal 
“Laocoon, The,” note on, II, 
583 t 

Leonora, novel, written by 
Kogg, erroneously attrib- 
uted to Shelley (lost), 591 
iL,etter to Lord Ellenborough, 
A, account of, 245-8; sent 
to Kookham, 240, publica- 
tion and circulation of, 248, 
493, and EatonV trial, 639, 
alialysed and quoted, 245-7, 
cited ia Chancery proceed- 
ings, 489, II, 514, passim, 
250 *^ 

letters: forged, II, ,619; possi- 
ble forged letter of, II, 454; 
importance of his early let- 
ters, 199; his letters to 
Karriet, 367-8, 672-3, 686- 
7; ktter in defence of Rich- 
ard Carlile, II, 166-8, 194; 
travel letters* to Peacock 
from Italy, II, 56-59, 62; let- 
ter to Examiner disavowing 
Queen Mab*^ piracy, II, 614 
letters quoted, 27, 49, 51, 65, 
98, 100-1, 102, 103, 105, 108, 
109-10, 123, 128, 130, 132, 
133-4, 135, 136-8, 144, 147, 
149-50,^152, 160, 161, 163, 
164-5, 171, 172, 175, 176, 
177, 178, 179, 183, 184, 185, 
' 188, 190, 194, 195, 198, 199, 
201, 207-8, 215, 216, 220-1, 
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Shelley, Percy Bysshe (contin- 
ued) 

2^, *231, 232-3, 240-1, 264, 
\266, 269, £70, 271, 273, 275, 
276, 278, 290-1, 305-6, 326 
332, 536, 340-2, 344, 352,. 
368, 376-7, 381-3, 394, 405, 
^16, 445, 446, 448, 449, 450, 
452-3, 455, 463, 473,. 474, 
475, 476-7, 484-5, 486, 487- 
’ 8, 490, 491, 523, 547-8, 549- 

50, 552, 554, 606, 617, 620rl, 
623-4, 635, 707, II, 4, 7, 9, 
10-12, 20-2, 26, 27-8, 29, 
31-3, 35-6, 38, -39, 57, 58-9, 
60, 61, 62, 64, 68, 8^, 87-8, 
93-4, 97, 99-100, 151, 161-2, 
166, 170, 1J3, 178, 179, ?81, 
182, 186-7, 190, 196-9, 202, 
203, 205, 206, 207, 212, 221, 
528, 229, 230, 231, 235, 245, 
251, 252, 271, '281-2, 288, 

• 289, 293, 297, 298, 306, 308- 

9, 313, 316, 317, 318-19, 223, 
325, 333-4, ^38, 349, 351, 
,362, 365, 369, 373, 454-64, 
559, 617 

“ Marsyas,” note on, II, 583 
“ Minerva,” note on, II, 583 
Necessity of Atheism, The; ac- 
count of, 11(V-12; Southey’s 
account of, 618; reprint of 
(1006)j 597; passim, 599, 
600 

“new romance,” a ( untitled 
and lost), 60 

New Testament, projected ex- 
tracts from, 207 
“Nightmare, The” (lost nov- 
el ) , collaboration with 

Medwin ^on, 55 
“ Niobe,” note on, II, 583 
“ Notes'oh Sculptures in Rome 
1 and Florence,” firk printed, 
II, 583 


Shelley, Percy /Byssh^ (<ipntin- 
ued) 

" On Christ&nity ” ( frag- 

ment ) : • uncertaio date of, 
653, 704, II, 619; moderated 
view of Christ aitd Chris- 
tianity in, 653, II, 24-5, 362,-* 
idea of evil in, II, 371 
“On Life” (fragment), 424, 
704, 705 

“On Love” (fragment): un- 
certain date of, 704, II, 606; 
quoted, 423-4, 11, 254, 443; 
echo of Godwin’s Fleet- 
wood in, 701 

“ On the Devil and Devils ” 
(fragment), II, 371 
“ On the Punishment of 
Death ” ( fragment ) , 704 
Philosophical View of Reform, 
A, 184, 196, 213; date of, II, 
581; Shelley’s desire to pub- 
lish, II, 192, 194, 581; criti- 
cal account of, II, 145-51; 
its importance^for true view 
of Shelley, II, 144-5; quot- 
ed, II, 166<^7; moderation of, 
II, 112, 165; history and im- 
agination in, II, 275; rela- 
tion of Art and Freedom in, 
II, 191; on the patriotic duty 
to preserve freedom and jus- 
tice, II, 137; passim, 276, 
330? II, 416, 577 
“ Pieces of ^ Irish History ” 
(lost), 222-3, 239, 240, 
244 

Plato: Symposium, translation 
of, II, 22^, 90 

Pliny: Natural History, trans- 
lation from, 576 
• Posthumous Fragments of 
Margaret Nicholson, 93, 
590, 600; account of, 92-;3; 
pi^ecautions in writing an®* 
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Shelley, Percy Eysshe (contin- 
ued) 

publishing, 93-4; passim, 
582, 586, 592, '597 
Preface to Frankenstein, origi- 
nal, 712 

Proposal for Putting Reform 
to the Vote throughout the 
Kingdom, A: publication 
and circulation of, 515; ac- 
count of, 516; passim, 586, 
624, 696 

Proposal for an Association: 
publication of, 207, 209-10; 
analysed and discussed with 
An Address to the Irish Peo- 
ple, 210-15, quoted, 213-14; 
and the Dublin Messen- 
ger, 218, 2i9; passim, 226, 
630 

A Refutation of Deism: dis- 
cussed, 295-6; republished 
in Theological Inquirer, 
409-10 

Review of Hoggs Prince 
Alexy Haimatoff, 389 
Review bf Peacock’s “ Rhodo- 
daphne,” 748 

St, Irvyne: date of composi- 
tion, 60, 577; publication of, 
89, 90, 620; copy of, sent 
to Harriet Westbrook, 106; 
quoted, 91; sources and sig- 
nificance of, 90; itsi history, 
91, 92; autobiographical ele- 
ment in, 90, 91, 572, 589; 
echo of Byron in, 601; influ- 
enced by early reading, 52; 
contemporary criticisms of, 
92; Shelley’s receipts from, 
579; unpaid publisher’s bill 
for, 591; passim, 69, 116, 
^ 590, 596, 600, 602 
"Speculations on Metaphys- 
ics ” ( fragment ) , 704^, 705 


Shelley, Percy Bysshe (cor tin- 
ned) 

" Speculations on NJorals ” 

( fragment ) , 4 25, 704 ^ 

Spinoza, translations from, 
277, 527, 736, II, 171, 188, 
336 

" Una Favola,” II, 262; and Pe- 
trarch, II, 631 

" Venus Anodyomene,” note 
on, II, 583 

Vindication of Natural Diet, 
A, 295, 657 . 

Zastrozzi, composition and 
publication of, 55, 576, 578, 
620; Ha'iriet Grove receives 
copy of, 578, 583; summa- 
rized and cr^iticized, 55, 56; 
influenced by Zeluco, 51; in- 
fluenced by Zofloya,^ 566; 
and free love, 90; conte^mpo- 
rary reviews of, 56-7; Shel- 
ley’s receipts from, 579; pas^ 
^^sim, 577 

\ 

Shelley, Sir Percy Florence^ son 
and heir of the poet: gift to 
Bodleian Library of Letter to 
Lord Ellenborough, 640; be- 
comes heir to Shelley estates 
(1826), 726^ birth of, II, 162; 
christened, II, 171; resem- 
blance to Willian> Shejley, II, 
334; Sir Timothy Shelley’s 
treatment of, II, 885; Mary 
Shelley’s devotion to‘, II, 386; 
inherits title and estates, II, 
387; later life of, II, 387; and 
the biography of Shelley, II, 
387; passim, II, 183, 215, 378, 
572 

Shelley, Sir Timothy: 

in Field Place, 10; charac- 
ter and education of, 11;© 
Mrs. Houston’s opinion of, 
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1 11-12; political career of, 

12; liberal principles of, 12; 
a^d Pafey, 12; on Christian- 
^ity, 12;* ^n Percy’s heter- 
odoxy^ 13; neighbourhood 
reputation of, 14; obituary . 
ijotice of, 14; his early rela- 
tions with Shelley, 46-7; his 
relations with Shelley in 
1810, 69; Kis connection 
with Oxford, 75-6; accom- 
panies Shelley to Oxford, 76; 
his uneasiness over Shelley’s 
opinions, 99; his attitude to- 
ward Hogg, 100, 148, 602; 
Shelley’s opinions ^nd state- 
ments on, 100, 135,^144, 189; 
his ambiticins for son, it)l; 
remoAstrances with Shelley, 
i09; hears t)f Shelley’s ex- 
pulsion, 120; his attitude 
toward Shelley’s recalci- 
trance, 121-2; his first reac- 
tion to Shelley’s expulsion, 

122; his interview with Shel- 
Jey and Hogg, 123-5; seeks 
mediators with Shelley, 126; 
resigns expulsion affair to 
Whitton, 127; his stubborn- 
ness, 128-9, 325; his dismay 
over ShelleyJs proposal to 
resign entail, 131; his opin- 
ions and statements on Shel- 
ley, 131, 166, 167, 421, 448, 

558,^ ri, 184; meets Shelley 
in London, 134; his suspi- 
cions of Shelley’s plans, 153; 
his reaction to Shelley’s 
elopement with Harriet, 

155; Shelley’s correspond- 
ence with, from Edinburgh, 

160; Shelley appeals to, 161, • 

163; * restores Shelley’s al- 
lowance, 178; * Southey’s 
hopes to •influence, 185; 
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receives Slitelley’s Address to 
the Irish People, 209; re- 
fuses to, advance Shelley 
money,* 231; Shelley’s at- 
tempt to get financial aid 
from, through Dulce of Nor- 
folk, 275; his letter to Shel- 
ley on reconciliation, 276; 
Shelley’s attempts and fail- 
ure at reconciliation with, 
290-1; Shelley’s financial 
negotiations with, 296; in- 
terview with Shelley, 297; 
Shelley’s expected inter- 
view with, 319; his concern 
over Shelley’s finances, 324- 
5; his absence from Field 
Place during Shelley’s last 
visit, 333; his desire to stop 
Shelley’s post-obits, 387; 
Hogg’s anecdote of, 388; be- 
comes baronet and inheriis 
estate (January 5, 1815), 
393-5; refuses Shelley’s ad- 
mission to Fiejd Place, 394; 
settles Sir Bysshe’s estate 
with Sheliey, 3lfe, 397, II, 
510; his attitude toward en- 
tail, 396; friendly suit in 
Chancery, 397; his second^ 
financial settlement with 
Shelley, 399; refuses to take 
action for Harriet’s children, 
41>-18; refuses further aid 
to Harriet 418; revised fi- 
nancial arrangement with 
Shelley, 430; and Shelley’s 
finances in 1816, 466-7; and 
Shelley’s will, 467; and Har- 
riet’s children, 497; and 
Shelley’s financial difficul- 
ties in October 18i7t 542; 
Hogg on, 587; declines pay- 
ing Shelley’s debts at Ox- 
fqfd, 591; in Court of ChafP* 
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okry,^ II, 500-17; his death 
expected,, II, 38; and stop- 
page of SHell^y s income in 
1821,rII, 285, eiO; his treat- 
ment of Mary and Percy 
Florence Shelley, II, 385-6; 
^ and Shelley’s reputation, II, 
401; letters of (quoted^, 
122-3, 128-9, 131, 421; pas- 
sim, 5, 6, 68, 217, 234, 428, 
429, 492, 563, 574, 586, 593, 
601, 611, 646, 652, 664, II, 
384, 460, 635 

Shelley, Timothy, Shelleys 
great-grandfather, 7, 8 

Shelley, Timothy, Shelley’s 
great-great-great-grandfather, 
562 

Shelley, William, son of Shelley 
and Mary: birth of, 426; vac- 
cinated by Dr. Polidori, 443; 
in Shelley’s will, 467, 718; 
Shelley’s fear of losing, 512; 
poem to, 512; christened, 556; 
portrait of„by Amelia Curran, 
II, 91, 572; illness and death 
of, at Rome, IIt'92-4, 563, 564; 
his grave at Rome, II, 97, 573; 
his grave at Rome and Shel- 
ley’s burial, II, 383; passim, 
452, 462, 478, 485, 487, 499, 
510, II, 36, 56, 67, 183, 
334 

Shelley and Mary, 'Shelley, 
Lady Jane, ecL 

Shelley centenaries ( 1892, 
1922), II, 412 

Shelley family: pedigree, 6; 
Michelgrove branch, 6, 7; 
early fortunes of, 7; in Amer- 
ica, 7 

Shelley Society, formation of, IS, 
412; inaugural address of, II, 
.413; warning to, by Henry M. 
Stanley, II, 416; stage produc- 


tion of The Cenci by, 11,675, 
581; passim, II, 404 . 

Shelley Society Notebooh (Shel- 
ley Soc. Pub., 1st ser., Nb. 2, 
London, 1888), 571, II, 575, 
580,581 

Shelley Society Papers (SJielley 
Soc. Pub. 1st ser.. No. 1), II, 
559, 575 

Shelley Society Publications, 2n,d 
series. No. 12 (London, 
d887), 580 

Shelley-Rolls, Sir John C. E., II, 
387, 467, 520; and Roger Ing- 
pen: Verst and Prose from the 
MSS o/ P.^B. Shelley ( London, 
1934): II, 613 

Shelley-Sidney, ^ohn, the poet’s 
half -uncle, 6, 394, ^0 

Shelley- Whitton papers,* 613, 
664 

Shelleys, thfe, of Michelgrove, 6, 
7, 562 

Shelleys, the, of Worminghurst, 
562 

Sheridan, R. B.: death of,» and 
Godwin, 458; School for Scan- 
dal, Shelley’s disgust with, 
521-2 

Shields, Amelia ( “ Milly ” ) , 
nursemaid of Shelley children, 
543, II, 3, 568; leaves Shelleys, 
II, 171 • - 

Shiloe, nickname for Shelley, II, 
306 

Shore, Arabella, article on Shel- 
ley and “ Julian Maddalo,” II, 
559 

Sibthorpe, R. W., at University 
College with Shelley, 588 

Sidmouth, Lord: and Shelley’s 
Irish pamphlets, 228; informed 
of Shelley’s conduct' and Dan- 
iel Hill's arrest, 250; and Shel-» 
ley’s "Letter “to Lord Ellen- 
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bdrough ” 251, 640; satirized 
by Sheljey^ II, 106 

Sidney^ Algernon, fourth Baron 
Lisle and Dudley, 9 

Sidney, Si^ Philip: connection, 
with Shelley family, 9, 562 
Apo^ogie for Poesie: Shelley’s 
probable reading of, II, 609; 
and Shelley’s “ Defenc® of 
Poetry,” II, 271-2, 273, 609; 
and Shelley’s A Philosophi- 
cal View of Reform, II, 273- 
6, 277 • 

Silsbee, Captain Edward A., and 
Shelley’s ‘‘ The Cl6ud,” II, 414 

Sims, Dr., Harriet Shelley’s phy- 
sician, 376 • 

Sinclair, Upton, und Shelley, ll, 
417 

sinecu^ies, Shelley*on, II, 147 

Sismcwdi, Simonde de: History 
of the Republics of^he Middle 

* Ages [Paris od., French, 1808- 
18; Milan ed., Italian, 1810- 
20] , read by SheAey and Mary, 
11,^6 

Sistine Chapel, Shelley on Mi- 
chelangelo’s paintings in, II, 
87 

Skeffington, Sir Lumley, consult- 
ed on Shelley’s • marriage to 
Mary, 488, 724 

Slack, Henry^., and Shelley’s let- 
ters to Elizabeth Kitchener, 
645 

Slatter, Henry: introduced to 
Shelley, 76; on Shelley’s circu- 
lation of The Necessity of 
Atheism, 112; on Sir Timothy 
Shelley with Shelley at Ox- 
ford, 586; tn*es to collect Shel- 
ley’s debt to his brother, 591; 
suppression of Necessity of 

• Atheism, 597-8 

Slatter, John: on Original Poetry 


by Victor and Cazire, ife; on 
the printing o£. Hogg’s Leo- 
nora ( quoted J, 95; Shelley 
borrows mbney from, 118 
Slatter and Munday^ see^ Mun- 
day and Slatter 

Smiles, Samuel: A Publisher and * 
"His Friends (London, 1891), 
710, 717 

Smith, Adam, on Oxford, 70-1 
Smith, Elizabeth G. [Elizabeth 
Grant, q. v.]: Memoirs of a 
Highland Lady, Lady Stra- 
chey ed., 584, 585 
Smith, G. B.: Life of Gladstone 
(New York, 1880), II, 638 
Smith, George D., sale of books 
and manuscripts of, 591 
Smith, Harriet, pseudonym for 
Harriet Shelley, 483, 485 
Smith, H. B.: “ Books and Auto- 
graph Letters of Shelley,” in 
Scribners Magazine (July 
1922), 604; catalogue of sale 
of (New York, ^pril 8, 9, 
1936), 692, II, 634 
Smith, Horace: •his description 
and first impressions of Shel- 
ley, 479; Shelley sees in Lon- 
don, 500, 555; on Shelley, 502- 
3, 728; Shelley’s opinion of, 
502--3, II, 210; Shelley borrows 
from, 540, 541; his visit to Albi- 
on Hoilse, 553, 554; on his last 
talks with Shelley (quoted), 
553; his last call on Shelley, 
556; and the obituary tribute 
to Shelley in Paris Monthly 
Review, 728; on Shelley’s 
views on religion (quoted), 
746-7; receives copies of Sheh 
ley’s writing from Olliei^ II, 
102; letters of, to Shelley, II, 
179, 284, 466; Shelley borrows^ 
money from, for Godwin, II, 



Index 


204; arrange? publication of 
Swellfooi the Tyranty II, 225; 
his intention to emigrate to It- 
aly, II; 230-1; dnd the stop- 
page of Shelley’s income, II, 
284, ^85, 610; and the 1821 
Queen Mab piracy, II, 304; 
plans to live in Florence, II, 
317; and Jane Williams’s gui- 
tar, II, 338, 345; declines lend- 
ing Shelley money for Godwin, 
II, 362, 621; Shelley’s last let- 
ter to (quoted), II, 373; hears 
of Shelley’s death, II, 390; Ma- 
ria Gisborne’s impression of, 
II, 593; passim, 651, II, 223, 
236, 299, 347: Amarynthus the 
Nympholept^ sonnet to Shelley 
in, II, 302; sonnet: ‘'To the 
Author of the Revolt of Islam,'* 
559-60 (quoted), II, 155, 302 
Smith, James, Horace Smith’s 
brother, 479 

Smith, John Harrington: “Shel- 
ley and Claire Clairmont,” in 
F.M.LyA. ( September 1939 ) , 
694, 700, 732,^11, 559, 560, 562 
Smith, Maria, friend of the God- 
wins, 365, 684 

Smith, N. E.: Wordsworth's 
Literary Criticism (London, 
1905), il, 637 

Smith, Sydney, on the Society for 
the Prevention of Vice, II, 305 
Society for the Prevention of 
Vice: suppresses Swellfootthe 
Tyrant, II, 225; prosecutes 
Clark for Queen Mab piracy, 
II, 305 

Socrates, in “The Triumph of 
.. Life,” II, 370 
Sol^Yire, 353 

Solis y Rivadeneyra, Antonio de: 
c History of Mexico, read by 
Shelley, II, 188, 545 c 


Somerset House Gazette and Lit- 
erary Museum, Lon, don (June 
26, 1824), Wordswerth on 
Shelley in, II, 396 ^ 

, Sdord, Alfred, his , portrait of 
Shelley from Leonardo’s 
“Head of Christ,” 11,523 
Sophocles: read by Shelley, II, 
171 (aloud), 358, 544, 545; 
and Shelley’s imagery in Pro- 
metheus Unbound, II, 128; 
Shelley claims The Cenci no 
more indelicate than, II, 194; 
CE dipus Tyr annus. The Cenci 
ranked with, II, 581 
Sorcerer, T*he, A Novel, read by 
Shell'ey, 11,539 

Sbtheby, Wilkerson and Hodge, 
692 

Sotheby’s, II, « 456; salej cata- 
logue, 599 f 

Southey, C. C., ed.: Life and 
Correspondence of Robdrt 
^Southey (London, 1850), 603, 
618 

Southey, Robert: on Copies ton 
and The Necessity of Atheism, 
114; his account of Shelley’s 
expulsion, 117-18, 599, 600; 
Shelley’s interest in, 176, 182; 
Shelley oil, 182, 183, 185-6, 
198, 199-200, 504, 620, II, 67; 
Shelley meets, 183; his kind- 
ness and friendly interest in 
Shelley, 183, 184, 185; his con- 
versations with Shelley, 183- 
4; Shelley’s difference with, on 
Ireland, 202-3; his influence 
on Shelley’s style, 278, 279; re- 
ported comment on Shelley’s 
elopement with Mary, 370; 
Shelley sends Alastor to, 422; 
and ^helley’s '^dtheos" in- 
scription, 456, 716; on Shelle / 
and Byron* in Switzerland, 
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434; and A Proposal for Put- ( 
ting Reform to the Vote, 515; 
his {Recount of Shelley to John 
I^ckman .(•quoted), 618-20; 
on the assault on Shelley a{ 
Keswick, 622; Shelley admires . 
poetry of, 702; Shelley s possi- 
ble interview with in 1814, 
703; Shelley condemns politi- 
cal activities of, II, 25-6; and 
Landor s opinion of Shelley, 
II, 177, 588; Shelley’s cont/o- 
versy with,»in 1820, II, 197-9; 
his opinion of Shelley in 1830, 
II, 199, 419-20; *and Byron s 
The Deformed fran^ormed, 
II, 337; supposed by Shelley 
to be author »f Quarterly Re- 
view article on Laon and 
Cythna, II, 583; letters of 
( q’ioted ) , 618-20, II, 199; pas- 
sim, 181, 206, 320 • 

Bridal of $ Fernandez, read 
by Shelley, 193 • 

Curse of Kehama, The, read 
j by Shelley, 52, 97, 366 
(aloud), 577, II, 539,541; 
and Queen Mob, 293 
Devils Thoughts, The ” 
(with S. T. Coleridge) 
imitated by»Shelley, 640 
History of Brazil, ordered 
by Shftlley, 638 
Madoc, read by Shelley, II, 
539, -541 

Metrical Tales,” ordered 
by Shelley, 638 
*‘01d Woman of Berkeley, 
The ” Shelley recites, 509 
Thalaba: read by Shelley, 
52, 366 •and 367 (aloud), 
II, 539; and Queen Mab, 
278,* 293; Shelley quotes, 
305; ordered by Shelley, 
638 


Vision of judgment, ftreface 
to, attacks Satanic 
School,” f[, 305 

• Wat Tyler, piracy of, II, 804 
Southey, Mrs. Robert, aqd Shel- 
ley, 184, 185 

Spallanzani, Lazzaro: ordefeef 

• by Shelley, 277, 638, 648 
Spanish, Shelley reads with Mrs. 

Gisborne, II, 97 

Spanish Revolution, Shelley’s in- 
terest in, II, 190-1. 
spasms, Shelley suflEers from, 393, 
406, 500 ( described by Thorn- 
ton Hunt), II, 236-7, 250, 471 
Spectator, London: (1832, 
1839) items on Shelley in, II, 
402, 404; (.November 23, 
1839) review of Shelley’s Po- 
etical Works in, II, 637; Leigh 
Hunt disapproves Hogg’s Life 
in, II, 388; (August 13, 1859) 
Leigh Hunt on Shelley in, 593, 
II, 400; (December 9, 1922) 
quotes diary of Captain Gor- 
ham P. Low on Shglley’s de- 
parture from Leghorn, II, 632 
Spencean Philanthropists, 513 
Spenser, Edmund: his influence 
on Shelley’s style, 278; possi- 
ble echoes of, in Alastor, 420; 
read by Shelley, 506 (aloud), 
523, 524, 527; echoes of, in 
‘‘ The Witch of Atlas,” II, 217, 
599; echoes oi, in Adonais, II, 
296 

Faerie Queene: read by 
Shelley, 527 (aloud), II, 
540, 543; ordered by Shel- 
ley, 638 

Shepherds Calendary read 
• by Shelley, II, 19 * 

Works, ordered by Shelley, 
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Spezia:«Shelley and Williams in- 
cxxxi ^ ^ 
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vestigate houses at (1822), 
II, 351; diflSculty of securing 
house at, II, 551„354; Shelley’s 
' insistence on goifig there, II, 
355; ,Gul£ of, descriptiqn of, 
II, 35^0 

Spinoza: Shelley translates, 277, 
527, 736, II, 171, 188, 336; 
works of, ordered by Shelley, 
638; read by Shelley, II, 358; 
Tractatus theologico-politicus, 
Shelley’s .translation of, 736 
Spoleto, II, 58 

Stacey, Sophia: Shelley’s poems 
to, II, 52, 173-5, 190, 563, 617; 
calls on Shelleys, II, 172; her 
friendship with Shelley, II, 
172-5; her relations with Shel- 
ley, II, 172, 587; journal quot- 
ed (November 13, 1819), 172- 
3; (December 23, 1819), II, 
175; Shelley’s attitude toward, 
II, 173-5, 452; and Mary Shel- 
ley, II, 173; leaves Florence 
for Rome, JI, 175; and Epipsy- 
chidion^ II, 265; manuscript 
journal of, II/ 586-7; journal 
( December 28, 1819 ) , and the 
dating of Shelley’s poems, II, 
587; passim, II, 178, 586 
Stael, Mme de: and Byron, 459: 
Cofinne, read by Shelley, II, 
66; Swr la litterature, read by 
Shelley, II, 541 '' 

standing army, - Shelley on, II, 
147 

Stanger, Mrs. Josiah (n6e Mary 
Calvert), her recollections of 
Shelley, 182,320,617,622 
Stanhope, Lord, Shelley sends 
..Letter to Lord Ellenoorough 
to; 248 

Stanley, Henry M., on Shelley 
. and Shelley Society (quoted), 
" II, 410 


Stapylton, H. E. C.: Eton School 
Lists, 1791->1877 (2nd ed. 
London, 1885 ) , 568 
Starling, money-lender, SheKey’s 
financial dealings with, 320, 
324, 369, 398, 664 
Stephen, Leslie: “Godwin and 
Shelley,” in Hours in a Library 
(London, 1894), II, 413-14, 
642 

Stewart, Mrs., Harriet Shelley's 
creditor, 687-8 

Stockdale, John Joreph, Shelley’s 
London publisher: publishes 
Original Poetry by Victor and 
Cazire, 5?, 579; discovers pla- 
giarism in Original Poetry, 58; 
Sffered The Wandering Jew, 
60, 580; publishes Sf. Irvyne, 
89, 90; his lorses on St, Irvyne, 
91-2; Shelley orders Godwin’s 
Political Justice from, 98; his 
uneasiness over Shelley’s opin^ 
ions, 99, 593; his opinion of 
Hogg, 99; reproved by Shel- 
ley, 107; publishes Lady Mor- 
gan’s The Missionary, 140; 
Shelley offers “ moral and met- 
aphysical essays,” 147, 192; 
Sir Timotliy declines to pay 
for St, Irvyne, 591; Stockdale s 
Budget (London, 1827), 578, 
579, 584, 590, 593/ 607- II, 408, 
409 

Stockdale, printer of Dublin: 
withholds Shelleys manu- 
scripts, 239; and Shelley’s pro- 
jected volume of poems, 
621 

Stokes, Adrian, of Portmadoc, 
642 644 IT 48Q 
StonehiU, C, A., 613, 692, 693 
Storer, J.: Oxford Visitor, The 
(London, 1822)^584 
Strasbourg, 358 
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Stratford^ Hotel, Shelley and 
Mary at, 36<H374 
Strickland, Mrs., Shelley’s and 
Harriet s landlady at York, 612 
Strong, Mr., denounces Shelley s 
atheism, 117, 591, 600 
Stuart, J ames : Reminiscences 
(London, 1911), 671 
Stukely, Jeremiah, ^Shelleys* 
pseudonym, 89, 113 
Style, Thomas, his fight with 
Shelley at Eton, 38, 571 
Subterraneous Passage, or Goth- 
ic Cell, The, 24 

Suetonius, read by Shelley, II, 

540 

suffrage, universal, Shelley 'on, 

II, 149 

Sun, the, Temple of, Rome, II, 60 
Surrey, Hehry Howaid, Earl of, 

4 ' 

Susa,^II, 6, 7 
Suspension Act, 503 
Sussex: in the eight^pnth and 
early nineteenth centuries, 3- 
5; Shelleys reputation in, 4; 
literary celebrities of, 4; Shel- 
ley s visit to, from York 
(1811), 613 

Swansea: Shelley’s visits to, 251, 

253, 254, 470, 641; Fknny Im- 
lay’s suicide at, 470, 473 
Swift, Jonatlian: iGulliver s Trav- 
els, read by Shelley, ll, 542; 

Tale of a Tub, read by Shelley, 
11,541 

Swinburne, A. C., forbidden to 
read Shelley at Eton, 571; ad- 
mires Shelley, II, 413; Les 
Cenex, Preface to translation 
by T. Dorian (Paris, 1883), II, 

581 

Sykes, Sir Charles, at Shelley’s 
fiAeral in Rome, II, 383 
Syle, printer of Bariistaple, de- 
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stroys Letter to Lofd Elleuboi^ 
ough, 248 ^ 

symbolism, Shelley’s,^ 425, 616, 
II, 119, 424, 5Sf6, 597, 607; of 
, the eagle and serpent, 532^ II,* 
119, 431; in Prometheus Un- 
bound, II, 115-16, 119, 128; in 
Laoh and Cythna, II, 119, 330 
Symonds, John Addington, ranks 
The Cenci, II, 581; passim, II, 
412 

*Syon House Academy, Shelley’s 
first school, 18-19, 26, 564, 565, 
567 

T 

Taafe, Count or Mr.: his trans- 
lation of Dante, II, 236, 246; 
the Shelleys’ associations with, 
II, 240 241, 298; Shelley’s ridi- 
cule of, II, 246, 603; account 
of, II, 246, 604; his advice to 
Shelley on Ad^nais, II, 297, 
298; and the reported intend- 
ed execution at Lucca^ II, 339; 
and the Masi affray, II^^ 352, 
353; passim, II, 281, 335, 613, 
633 

Tacitus: read by Shelley, 321, 
361; ordered by Shelley, 638; 
and Shelley’s The Assassins, 
683; Annals, read by Shelley, 
II, 542; Germania, read by 
Shelley, II,'542 

Tadioli, Signora, acquaintance 
of Shelley’s in Florence, II, 240 
Tahourdin, Shelley’s lawyer 
(1814), 346, 369, 386 
Taine, Hippolyte Adolphe: His- 
tory of English Literature 
(1864), Shelley’s place in, II^ 
640' 

Taifs Edinburgh Magazine: 
items on Shelley (1832-40), 
II, 404,^409; (May 1840) 
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^ Ebenezei** Elliotts "Defence ley (1831-2), II, 402, 404 
of Modgrn Poetry ” in, II, 411 Tavernier, lawyer or money- 

Talfourd, Thomas Noon, writes lender, 352, 367, C69 
favourable review of Trome- Taylor, Sir Henry: Souuiey s let- 
' tlieus Unbound, II, 301, 614 ter to, on Shelley, II, 199; Let- 

Tantini, Mme and Signor, ters and Letter Books of, II, 

friends of Shelleys in Pisa, II, 592 

180, 214, 240, 241, 246; their Taylor, Thomas: hjs translation 
anecdotes of Professor Pac- of Pausanias, Shelley orders, 

chiani, II, 243 II, 462; read by Shelley, II, 

Tanyrallt: Shelley rents, 267; 597; his translation of Proclus, 

Shelley's studies at, 276; Har-'" ^ and " The Witch of Atlas,” II, 

riet Shelley orders sale of fur- 599 

niture at, 322; Shelleys diJBB- Taylor,^ William, of Norwich, 
culty in renting, II, 496-8, Godwins creditor, 447; Shel- 

499-500; passim, 637, 651 l6y sends A Proposal for Put- 

"Tanyrallt assault”: account of, , ting Reform to the Vote, 515 

280-5; Shelley s account of. Telegraph fiir^ Deutschland 
281; Harriets account of, 281, (1837), article in, on Shelley, 

284, 650; Professor Dowden s II, 639 
account of, 281, 649; " Robin Telemacho [Abb6 F6nelon: Td- 
Pant Ifan”'s account of, 282; lemaque?], residhy Shellfiy, 11, 

Margaret L. Crofts s account 542 

of, 282, 649; explanation of, ' Tennyson Alfred, Lord, on Shel- 
283; and Godwin's Caleb Wil- ley, II, 413 
Hams, 284; Hogg, Peacock, Tennyson, Hallam, Lord, ed.: 
Williams,^and Leeson on, 284- Tennyson and His Friends 
5; after-effects of, 285; and (London, 1911), II, 642 
"Julian and Maddalo,” 285; Terni, Shelley admires scenery 
Thornton Hunt on, 500; as- of (quoted), II, 58-9 
tronomical testimony on, 650 Terracina, II, 61, 84 
Tasso: read by Shelley, 469, II, Terry, Roderick, Shelley letter in 

542; Shelley reads life of, II, sale of, II, 46\ 

8; Shelley's projected drama Texas, University of, library of: 
on, II, 8, 17, 22; Shelley's ad- copy of Original Poetry by 

miration for, II, 20; Shelley de- Victor and Cazire, in, 579; 

scribes relics of, at Ferrara, II, Mary Shelley's sketch of Shel- 

57; Shelley's diminished inter- ley in, II, 521 

est in, II, 234; and " Julian and Thackeray, Francis St. John: 
Maddalo,'' II, 558: Aminta, Memoir of Edward Craven 

Tead by Shelley, II, 8 (with Hawtrey (London, 1896), 

Maiy), 541; Jerusalem Deliv- 568, 569, 576* , 

ered, read by Shelley, 310 Thauphane, 358, 360 
(wiA Hogg), II, 541 theatre, Shelley attends, 521-2, 

Tatler, London, items on Shel- 555 
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Theatrical Inquisitor (April 
1820 ) , review* of The Cenci, II, 
195 , 

Theological Inquirer, or Polemic* 
cal Magazine, London; , its 
curious interest in Shelley, 
409-411; information about, 
696-7; (^uly 1815) “Ode to 
the Author of ‘ Queen Mab,’*"’ 

’ b/F, 475, 697 
Theocla, statue of, Shelley ad- 
mires, 404 , 

Theocritus, read by Shelley, II, 
21, 188, 541, 542; Pastorals, 
Shelley on, II, 234 • 

Theophrastus, ordered by ^hel- 
ley, 638 ^ 

Thistlewood, trial of, 492 
Thompson, F.: Shelley (London, 
1909 ).^h, 412, 413, 642 
Thompson, L. C.: Mor^ Magic 
Dethroned ( London, 1935 ) , 
729 

Thomson, James: onfihelley, II,* 
412; Castle of Indolence, read 
by Shelley, II, 541 
Thoreau, Henry David, II, 417 
Thorndike, Sybil, as Beatrice in 
The Cenci, II, 575 
Thornton, John, of Horsham, at 
Oxford, 82-^ 

Thucidydes: ordered by Shelley, 
638; read by Shelley, H, 541 
Tickell, R. E.; JThe Vale of TSJant- 
gwillt (London, 1894), 606 
Tickler, London (April 1, 1821), 
publishes Arthur Brooke's son- 
net to Shelley, II, 302 
Tighe, George William, see Ma- 
son, Mr. , 

Time (magazine). New York 
(Decembers, 1938), II, 571 
Tiroes, The, London: (June 5, 
12, 1810) advertiserhent of 
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1810) advertisement .oPOngf- 
nal Poetry by Victor and Ca- 
zire in, 58; (Jtouary 26, Feb- 
ruary 2, 1811) advertiseuient 
» of St, irvyne in, 90,- ( Dcc^nl- 
* ber 11, 1816) notice of Harriet, 
Sl\elley's death in, 483;. (July 
9, 1922 ) Journal of Lady Bles- 
sington in, 717; (July 10, 
1922 ) letter of Ernest Law in, 
on the Don Juan, II, 633; ( Au- 
gust 30, 1928) publication of 
Shelleys letters to Tisdall in, 
572 

Times Literary Supplement, 
London: (December 9, 1920) 
on Trelawny's account of Shel- 
ley’s last voyage, II, 633; ( Sep- 
tember 1933) Marcel Kessel 
on Shelley’s revision of Laon 
and Cythna in, 746; ( Septem- 
ber 21, 1933) H. F. B. Brett- 
Smith’s reply to Marcel Kessel 
in, 746; (January 18, 1936, 
April 22, 1939) Frederick L. 
Jones’s letters on th« Don 
Juan in, II, 628; (March 20, 27, 
April 3, 10, 17, 24, 1937) on 
Shelley’s letter of December 
16, 1816 to Mary, 723; July 10, 
1937, Frederick L. Jones in, on 
Claire Clairmont’s letter of 
June 3, 1819 to Mrs. Gisborne, 
II, 573 

Timon of Athens, Shelley’s pro- 
jected tragedy on, II, 369 
Tisdall, J. T. T., Eton friend of 
Shelley, Shelley’s letters to, 
572 

tithes, Shelley on, II, 147 
Tod^unter, John: A^Studif pf 
Shelley (London, 1880), 737, 
II, 412 


Zastrozm in, 578; ( October 12, 


Tomkins, Mr., acquaintance of 
Shelley^ in Florence, H, 171, 
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I73f his “ black chalk sketch II, 329; his arrival in JPisa, II, 

of Shelley, II, 171, 519, 520 340; first meretiAg with the 

Tonelli, Mr. anlj Mrs., friends of Shelleys, II, 340-]!^; ^,rst im- 

Gisbornes in Florence, If, 155 pressions of Shelley and Mary, 

Toake, Horne: and F/J. New-"^ II, 341; subject 6f“ Unfinished 

tons Return to Nature, 303; Drama" (fragment), II, 342, 

Hogg on Shelleys projected 621; helps Shelley 'and Wil- 

meeting with, 658; Diversions liams plan boat, , II, 342-3; 

of Purley (London, 1786, gives Shelley a swimming 

1798, 1805), ordered by Shel- lesson, II, 343; his picture 

ley, 278, 638, 648 ,, of Shelley in 1821-2, II, 357- 

Torquay, Shelley visits (1815), . 9; on Shelley’s “atheism,” II, 

408 359; captain of Byron’s Boli- 

Tortaglione, Alberto: and the var, IJ, 366-7; his visit to 

documents concerning Elena Casa Magni, II, 367, 628-9; 

Adelaide Shelley, II, ^6 hisi! observations on seaman- 

Traeth Mawr, Tremadoc Em- . ship of Williams and Shel- 
bankment 'at, 254 ley, II, 367; watches Shelley’s 

Trajan, Arch of, II, 60 departure for San Terenzo, II, 

Trant, Clarissa: /ot/maZ of, C. G. 376-7; and Shelley’s^ attitude 

Luard ed. ( London, 1925 ), II, to\Vard dying, II, ^378; his 

633 alarm at Don Juans dfcap- 

Travels before the Flood, read pearance, II, 378; efforts to 

by Shelley, II, 544 find ShePey and Williams, II, 

“ Travels to the Kingdom of Cau- 378, 379, 380; discovers wreck- 

bul,” Shelley reads, 524-5 age from Don Juan, It, 378-9; 

Tredcroft [Henry?], of Syon identifies bodies of Shelley 

House and Sussex, Sir John and Williams, II, 380; breaks 

Rennie on, 566, 567 fatal news to Mary Shelley 

Tredcroft, Henry, of Horsham, and Jane Williams, II, 380-1; 

Shelley’s possible friendship at cremation of Shelley and 

with, 28, 566 Williams, II, 381, 382; buries 

Tre Donzelle, Sheljey s inn at Shelley’s ashes, II, 383; later 

Pisa ( 1818, 1820), II, 13, 176 relations with Mary Shelley, II, 

Tre Palazzi di Chiesa, Shelleys 386, 387; later life of, II, 387- 

lodgings in Pisa (late 1821), 8; and Claire Clairmont, II, 

II, 332 388; death and burial of, II, 

Trelawny, Edward John: letters 388; letters of, II, 521; urged 

of, destroyed by Lady Shelley, by Landor to write a biogra- 

570, II, 625-6; on Shelley’s phy of Shelley, II, 588; chang- 

idea of .suicide, 674, II, 371; es attitude toward Mary Shel- 

hears of Shelley from Medwin, ley, II, 624; characterization 

II, 228; Williams writes to, on of, 62^^; merits and defects 
Shelley, II, 283; effort to dis- of, as biogra{)her, II, 624-5, 

illusion Shelley with Greeks, 632-3; on domestic frictions of 
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ShelW and Mary (1821-22), 

II, 625-6; Adventures of a 
Younger Sotf, II, 342; Recol- 
lections of SJ\elley and Byron, 

H. Wolfe ed. (London, 1933); 

561, 574, 11, 633; Records of 
Shelley and Byron (London, 

1878; ^ew York, 1887; Lon- 
don, 1905), II, 630, 633; pas- 
. 5im, II, 527, 533 • 

Tremadoc, a model village, 254; 
Shelleys at, 253; Shelley^ 
leaves, for London, 258; SheV- 
leys leave London for, 267; 
Shelley’s unpopularity at, 269; 
Shelley and Harriet’s Ijappi- 
ness at, 270; Shelley’s unpaid 
debts at, 325; sii^ce 1813, 642 • 
Tremadoc Embankment: de- 
scription of, 254^ meeting at 
Lord ^ulkeley’s in behalf of, 
256-7; privations of worlcmen 
iM, 268; Varney’s letter to John 
Williams on, II, 501, 502; pas- 
sim, 11,164, 427 » 

Trevi, fontana di, Shelley’s ad- 
miration of, II, 86 
Triel, 358 

Trois Maisons, 353, 355 
Trotter, Thomas; A View of the 
Nervous Temperqment, etc. 
(London, 1806; Troy, N.Y., 
1808), ^ordored by Shelley, 

277, 638, 666; Qn Drunken- 
ness, ordered by Shelley, 277 
Troubadour, the, London, po- 
ems on Shelley’s death in, II, 

393 

Troyes, 353, 354, 356, 438 
Trucchi, A. John, director of the 
Protestant Burial Ground in 
Rome, and Trelawny’s burial, 
11,388,635* 

Tiickerman, IJenry T.:* Artist 
Life, or Sketches of American 
^ \ _ cxxxvii 


Index , 

Painters (New, York, 1847), 
conversation with William* E. 
West in, II, 531-2 

Turin, Shelleys, attend opera at, 
ii:7 ^ . . 

Tumer,'Shelley on th^ execution 

‘ of, 546 

Turner, Cornelia; Shelley’s first 
opinion of, 305; Hogg’s opin- 
ion of, 325; Shelley’s admira- 
tion of, 327, 328; her affair 
with Shelley, 327-33, 667; 
Shelley’s poem to, 328; nature 
of Shelley’s “ love ” for, 329- 
30; end of her affair with Shel- 
ley, 330; significance of Shel- 
ley’s affair with, 331, 332; 
married status of, 666; Profes- 
sor Dowden’s treatment of tes- 
timony concerning, 667-8; lat- 
er life of, 886, passim, 342, 385, 
II, 262 

Turner, Mr.: Godwin’s go-be- 
tween with Shelley, 429, 558; 
and Cornelia Turner’s affair 
with Shelley, 667-^; passim, 
366 

Turner, Fred: “Memorable 
Brentford Houses: P. B. Shel- 
ley at Syon House,” mMiddle- 
sex and Hertfordshire Notes 
and Queries ( 1896 ) , 565 

Tuscany, Grand Duchess of, and 
Shelley’s# efforts to aid Emilia 
Viviani, II, 251 

Tuscany, Grand l5uke of, II, 339, 
590, 604 

Twain, Mark: on Shelley and 
Cornelia Turner, 329; accuses 
Professor Dowden of manipu- 
lating evidence, 667-8; “In 
Defense of Harriet Shelloy,”* 
in How To Tell a Story and 
Other Essays (New York, 
1897), ^667, 670, II, 417 
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Ty?er broth^s, the, friends of 
^helley^ s at Marlow, 508, 732 

University College, ' Oxford" 
(1812), 73, 586, 588; Shelleys 
room in, 698; and see Ox£o‘rd 
Uri, Shelley's curious intention to 
go to, 352, 357, 680 
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Vacc^, Dr. [Vacc^ Berlinghieri], 
Shelley’s physician in Pisa: 
calls on Shelleys, II, 180, 241; 
on Shelley’s health, II, 182-3, 
236, 286; and the Masi aflFray, 
II, 353. See also Berlinghieri 
Vacca, Mme, friend of Shelleys 
in Pisa, II, 240 

Vaga, Shelley’s boat at Marlow, 
735 

Vale of Health, Hunt’s home at, 
478 

Van Doreh, C.: Life of T. L. Pea- 
cochri New.York, 1911 ) , 648 
Vandeuvres, 353, 356 
Varney, D. E., agent for W. A. 
Madocks: letters to John Wil- 
liams about Shelley, 398, II, 
500-2 (quoted), on Shelley’s 
debts (1815), II, 500,501-2 
Vatican, the Shelleys visit, II, 
565 

Vaughan, Percy, reprints The 
Necessity of Atheism (Lon- 
don, 1906), 597 

Vauxhall Gardens, Shelley’s visit 
to, with Mrs. Newton, 304 
Vega, Garcilasco de la: ordered 
hy Shelley, 638; historia^i of 
Peru, 648; Spanish poet, 648 
Velino, Falls of, described by 
Shelley and Mary, II, 58-9 


Velletri,II,61,84 ^ 
Venetian State, Shelley’s indig- 
nation at tyranny and deca- 
dence of, II, 558 * 

Venice: Shelley’s departure for, 
with Claire ClaiYmont ( 1818 ) , 
II, 29; Shelley and Claire in, 
II, 32-3, 555; Shelle/s'’ last vis- 
^ it to, II, 56; in “ Lines Written 
among the Euganean Hills,” 
II, 556 

, Vergil: his tomb visited by Shel- 
t ley, II, 65, 66^ read by Shelley, 
II, 188 (aloud), 541; JSneid, 
read by Shelley, II, 544; Ec- 
logues^ Shelley on, II, 234; 
Georgies, read by Shelley^ II, 
• 21,544 , 

"Vero Amore, II,’’ see Viviani, 
Emilia, “ Tnie Love ’’ 
Versailles, Shelley’s visjt to, 462 
Vertdt, Bene Aubert de: Histoire 
de la Rome [Histoire des revo- 
lutions de la republique ro- 
maine, Paris, 1719], ordered 
by Shelley, 638 ^ 

Vesta, Temple of, Rome, Shelley 
visits, II, 60 

Vesuvius, the Shelleys’ excursion 
to, 11,63-4 

Vezin, Hejman, in The Cenci, 
II, 575 

Viareggio: Trelawpy finds 

wreckage qf the Don Juan at, 
II, 378; bust of Shelley at, II, 
522; Shelley gofes to meet 
Claire Clairmont at, II, 629- 
30 

Vigny, Alfred de, and Shelley, II, 
640 

Villa Borghese^ gardens of the, 
Shelley visits, II, 87 
Villa Di^oti, Byiton’s home near 
Genfeva, 442, 457, 460, 461, 
463, II, 34* ‘ 
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Villa di Parigi, Rome, Shelleys 
stay II, 84 

Villa PHniand, at Lake of Como, 
Shelley hopes^ {o rent, II, 8; 
Shelley invites Byron to, II, 9, - 
11; Shelley tinable to rent, II, 

12 

Villa VaWovano, Shelley’s home 
near Leghorn (1819), the 
Shelleys’ life at, II, SB-lOO ' 
VilleAeuve, 461 

Vincenzo, Paolo Foggi’s succes- ^ 
sor as Shelley’s servant, II, 84 ^ 
Viner, Mr., Shelley pays debt to, 

398 

Virginia, University of, Alder- 
rr^n Library of. West’s^ sup- 
posed portrait o| Shelley in, . 
II,.531 

Vita Alexandri Quanta Curtii, 
read bv Shelley, II, 542 
Vivian, Charles, sailor* ori the 
Don Juan, II, 365, 367; body 
of, found, II, 634 
Viviani, Niccolb, Emilia’s father,' 

II, 247, *605; Professor Pac- 
chiani on, II, 248 
Viviani, Teresa Emilia; Shelleys 
call on, II, 240, 241, 297; at 
conservatory or convent of 
Saint Anna, II, 247,^248; meets 
Shelleys, II, 247; early interest 
of Shelleys g^nd Claire in, II, 
247-8, ^48-9; her affinity of 
temperament with Shelley, II, 
249-50, 232-5, 257-8; her sen- 
sitiveness and feeling of op- 
pression, II, 249-50, 257-8; her 
intense friendship and admira- 
tion for the Shelleys, II, 250- 
1; her opinion of Shelley, II, 

251; Shelley’s efforts to help, 

II, ^1-2; her opinion of Mary 
Shelley, II, 251; Mary Shel- 
ley’s early attitude toward, II, 
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252-3;'on Shelley’s Petition4or 
her release, II, 2S2; hature bf 
Shelley’s attitude Jtoward, II, 
252, 253-5; ,And Elizabeth 
Kitchener, II, 255; her agree- 
ment With Shelley on “ true 
love,” II, 256-7; as Shelley’s , 
ideal, II, 258, 259; as the;shad- 
ow of Intellectual Beauty, IL 
259; and Shelley, gossip abotit, 
II, 270; marriage of, II, 270, 
319, 324; correspondence with 
Claire Claiimont, II, 285; ap- 
proaching marriage of, II, 297, 
318; Shelley talks of, to Byron, 
II, 316; Shelley to Byron on, 
II, 316, 318-19; in Mary Shel- 
ley’s Lodore, II, 319, 605, 679; 
break in relations of, with 
Shelleys, II, 319; Shelley’s po- 
ems relating to her marriage, 
II, 319-23; seeks financial aid 
from Shelley, II, 323-4, 4'§5; 
Mary Shelley’s changed atti- 
tude toward, II, 324-5, 474, 
476; Shelley’s disillusionment 
with, II, 325; on Shelley’s un- 
earthly qualities^ II, 399; tu- 
tored in English by Claire 
Clairmont, II, 467; .forbids 
calls from the Shelleys, II, 
482-3; Medwin on her [step-] 
mother, II, 604r-5; sends flow- 
ers, II, §06; and the elope- 
ment in Epipstjehidion, II, 
607; and Epip'Jychidion, see 
Shelley: Epipsychidion; refer- 
ence to, in Claire Clairmont’s 
diary, II, 613; last visits of the 
Shelleys to, II, 617; letters of, 
II, 466-77; letters, and her 
feeling toward thf SheHevs, 
if, 74; letters of, to Shelley 
(quoted), II, 249-50, 250-1, 
252, 323, 466, 467, 471, 472- 
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477-8, 479-80, 482-3, 484; 
‘lettBr?’ o/, to Mary Shelley 
( quoted;) , II, 253, 468, 469-71, 
474 _ 7 , 478-9, 480-1, 484; af- 
fection and devotion to Shel- 
ley, Mary, and Claile (quot' 
ed ) , II, 467, 468, 471, 472, 473, 
474, 475, 476, 479; thanks^Shel- 
ley for gifts (quoted), 467, 
468, 476; sympathy and con- 
cern of, for the Shelleys ( quot- 
ed), II, 467, 469, 471, 474-^, 
476, 478, 484; melancholy and 
dejection of (quoted), II, 467, 
468, 469, 470, 472, 478, 479, 
480, 482^; on her own char- 
acter (quoted), II, 472, 473; 
on Mary Shelley’s “ coldness ” 
(quoted), II, 474, 476; reli- 
gious feelings of (quoted), II, 
479-80; on her lUother ( quot- 
^ed), II, 472; on friendship 
(quoted), II, 473; on Profes- 
sor Pacchiani (quoted), II, 
481; her last letter to Shelley 
(quoted), II, 323-4; her essay 
on ‘JiTrue Love,” 6^, II, 248, 
257 (quoted), 260, 269, 605; 
passim, 622, 679, II, 174, 245, 
246, 317, 578 

Viviani, W.: Un genio aretino, 
Tommaso Sgricci, poeta tragi- 
C 0 improvvisatore, II, 603 

Voisey, Henry: his ,}cindness to 
Shelley after elopement with 
Mary, 364*, in Claire Clair- 
mont’s journal, 365 

Voisey, Mrs., her indignation at 
Shelley’s and Mary’s elope- 
ment, 364 

Volney, Constantin Fran 9 ois: 

, Ruins of Empire (Paris, jl791; 
Eng. trans. 1792): read by 
Shelley, 277; and Queen Mob, 
292, II, 304; and Alastor, 419; 


and The Revolt of Islam, 737 
Voltaire: Shelley on, 213; and 
Queen Mab, £92; II, 434; Shel- 
ley claims '^he Cehci/ao more 
indelicate dian, II, 194; Can- 
dide, read by Shelley, II, 540; 
Charles XII, read by Shelley, 
II, 541; Memoirs,* read by 
Shelley, II, 188, ti44; Zadig, 
read by»Shelley, II, 540 


W 

'Wade, W.: 'Walks in Oxford 
(Oxford, 1810), 584 
Wagner^ Henry Mitchell, at Eton 
w(th Shelley, 573 , 

. Wagner, Wilhelm: Shelleys 
''The Cenci” Analyse (Ros- 
tock, 1903), II, 580^ 
Waithman, Robert, jilderman, 
treasurer of William Hone 
subscription, 746 o 

Walker, Adam: his lectures on 
science tat Syon House and 
Eton, 22r-S, 24, 40, ^65, 566, II, 
492-3, 494; source of Shelley's 
scientific experiments, 22; ef- 
fect on Shelley's imagination, 
23; on the wonders of science 
(quoted), 23; Shelleys in- 
debtedness to his lectures, 
565-6; passim, 78, II, 598; 
Analysis of a Course of Lec- 
tures on Natural and Experi- 
mental Philosophy, viz. Mag- 
netism, Mechanics, Chem- 
istry, Pneumatics, Fortifica- 
tion, Optics, Use of Globes, 
etc.. Astronomy (London, n. 
d. ) , 22, 23 ( quoted ) ; Syllabus, 
566 

Walker, A. S.: "'"Peterloo, Shel- 
ley and Reform," in P.MJ^.A. 
(March 1^25), II, 576 
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W^er, John: Oxoniana (Lon- 
don, 1809[?]), 584 
Walker, *ReV. John, and The Ne- 
cessity of, Atheism, 111 
Walker, W. S.: bullied at Eton, 
34, 576; his, review of •Prome-^ 
theus Unbound in Quarterly 
(October 1821), II, 301 
Walke^is Hibernian Magazine, 
Dublin (Febnlary 1812), ac- 
count of Shelley s speech at 
Fishamble Street Theatre, 
631 ^ / 

Wall, Charles, with Shelley at 
Eton, 573 

Waller, Mr. [?], receives Queen 

• Mab, 653, II, 614 . 

Walpole, Horace: on Sussex* 3; 

on Eton*, 31 

Wandering Jew, the: Shelley 
finds translation of Sphubart’s 
poem on, 60, II, 424; Shelley 

• seeks Gernian author of frag- 
ment on, 77; and Queen Mob, 
293,, II, 424; Solution of, in 
SJjelley’s mind, 653; in The As- 
sassins, 682; in Hellas, II, 330, 
424; and Shelley’s sense of per- 
secution, II, 424 

Wandering Jew, The, Shelley’s 
poem, 55, 60, 5S0-1 
“ Wandering Jew’s Soliloquy, 
The,’,’ Shelley’s, 653 
Ward, Geneviewe, attempts to 
organize private production of 
The Cenci, II, 575, 581 
Ward, W. S., II, 583 
Wame, Miss, Eliza Westbrook’s 
friend, 614 

Warnham, Sussex, in Shelleys 
youth,4ef 

Waterloo, Wordsworth’s poems 
on, conddlnned by Shelley, 713 
♦Watson, radical, Charles Weth- 
erell defends, #492 


Watson, Jamos, and Shelley’s 
reputation, II, 407-^ 

Webb, Mr., fn^sh merchant at 
. Leghorn,*!!, 582, 564 
Webster, John: The Duchess of 
Malfi, admired by STielley, II, 
234; and Shelley’s The cSnc^ 

• II, 139, 14a..l 

Wedderbunt, Rev. Robert: High 
Heeled Shoes for Dwarfs in 
Holiness, and Shelley’s Queen 
Mab, 696; and the Theologi- 
cal Inquirer, 696 
Wedgwood, Josiah, Godwin’s 
creditor, 429 

Wedgwood, Mr., and Shelley’s 
arguments on Christianity, 106 
W eekly M essenger, Dublin : 

( March 7, 1812 ) laudatory ar- 
ticle on Shelley in, 217-19 
(quoted), 222; Hogg on arti- 
cle in, 223; editor of, ofi Shel- 
ley and Peter Finnerty, 597 
Weir, Marion C.: “Shelley’s.. 
‘ Alastor,’ again,^ in P.M.L.A, 
(March 1931), 702^ 

Wells, GabrieX dealer: Shelley 
manuscripts owned by, 582 
(Journal of Harriet Grove for 
the Years 1809^1810), II, 456 
(Shelley’s letter to John Wif^ 
liams), II, 457 (undated frag- 
ment of Shelley letter), II, 623 
(documents on Masi afiEray); 
sells supposed Williams por- 
trait of Shelley, II, 524 
Welsh Society, Shelley’s opinion 
of, 646 

West, William E.: his oil portrait* 
and sketch said to be of Shel- 
ley, II, 530-8; reported state- 

• ment of, on Shelley and By- 
ron, II, 531; his portrait of By- 
ron, II, 531, 533; earlier state- 
ments about Shelley and By- 
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^ ron/iI,J53]-2;f examination of 
his statements about Shelley, 
II, 532-5; ificOQsistencies in 
his accolint of Shdley portrait, 
II^ 536-8; his lost portrait of 
Leigti Hunt, II, 536; death of, 
I II, 537 

West Sussex Gazette (July 6, 
1922), on Casa Magni, II, 625 
Westbrook, Eliza: Hogg’s im- 
pressions of, 134, 169-70, 275, 
587, 608; >varns Shelley against 
revealing friendship with 
Westbrooks to his father, 138; 
Timothy Shelley talks with, on 
elopement, 155; joins Harriet 
in York, 169-70, 614; Harriet’s 
opinions of, 169; feelings of 
Shelley and Harriet toward, 
176; and the Irish venture, 197, 
203, 207, 215; and Elizabeth 
Hitthener, 201, 233, 263; in 
Wales with Shelleys and Har- 
riet, 236, 253; on Mr. and Mrs. 
Madocks, ^62; and the alleged 
Tanyrallt assault, 284; left at 
' Killarney, 287, Shelley’s ab- 
horrence of, 287, 326, 332, 348, 
491, II, 517; arrives in London 
with Daniel Hill, 288, 297; 
Eliza lanthe Shelley named 
for, 317; departs for die Lakes 
with Shelley and Harriet, 320; 
in London, 322; leaves Shel- 
leys, 327; and Harriet Shelley’s 
suicide, 480; Harriet’s last let- 
ter to (quoted), 481-2; Shel- 
ley’s dealings with, about Har- 
riet’s children, 487-8, 489-90; 
Shelley’s letter to (quoted), 
. .487-5, 490; in Court of Chan- 
ceiy, 489-90, II, 508-17; ia 
Mary Shelley’s Lodore, 679; 
takes lanthe Shelley into her 
' home, 726; later life of„ 726-7; 


letter of, to John Williams 
(quoted), II, 498; her ai^da- 
vits in Court of Cfianc^y, and 
Harriet on Shelley (quoted), 
li, 513-15; and Shelley’s elope- 
^ ' ment with Harriet, A, 517; pas- 
sim, 133, 323, 376, II, 10 J 
Westbrook, John, Harriet’s fa- 
ther, account of, 134f invites 
Shelley to Wales, 144; insists 
on Harriet’s returning to 
ochool, 149, 610; Timothy 
Skelley and William Whitton 
talk with, on elopement of 
Shelley arid Harriet, 154, 155; 
his aftitilde toward elope- 
ment, '161; grants allowance tc 
Harriet, 178;^ Shelley sends 
Irish pamphlets to; 226; calls 
on Whitton ' about Hf'rriet’s 
children, 417; and Elizas Des- 
se’s condemnation of, in Court 
of Chancery, 484, 486; ifi 
Court of Chancery, 489-90, II, 
508-17; Johfl and Eliza, their 
attitude toward Chancery.suit, 
491; and Eliza, propose guard- 
ian for Harriet’s children, 496; 
witnesses Shelley’s second 
marriage to Harriet, 667; 
Westbrooks vs. Shelley, Chan- 
cery papers of, 724; and stop- 
page of Shelley’s^ income, II, 
285; on Shelley, II, 497 
Westmacott, Mr., al Shelley’s 
funeral in Rome, II, 383 
Westminster Insurance OfiBce, 
and Shelley’s financial distress 
(1814), 369 

Westminster Review, London: 
items on Shelley (1825-36), 
II, 404, 409; (October 1826) 
“ English in Italy ,”ll, 603; arti- 
cle on Shelley (April 1841)^. 
II, 403 
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We^ierell, Charles, Shelley’s 
counsel in Court of Chancery, 
492; briePiii Shelley’s defence 
ini Westbrpok Chancery suit, 
493; defends Watson, 314; 
brief of,* f or J Shelley’s defence ^ 
in Chancery suit (quoted), 
725* II, 508-17 
Whitallji W. van R., sale, 72Q 
White, H., of Dublin, letter of, 
*on Shelley’s Address to the 
Irish People, 630-1 , 

White, Kirke^ read by SheHey, 
419, II, 540 

White, N. I.: “ Literature and the 
Law of Libel,” iti Studies in 
t Philology, 639, 654, JI, 586, 
638; “ Probable Dates of Cofn- 
position»of Shelley’s ‘Letter 
to NJaria CisbQrne ’ and ‘ To a 
Sk^J][ark,’ ” in Studies in PhiloU 
ogy (July 1939), ll, 594; 

’ “Shelley’s E)ebt to Alma Mur- 
ray,” in Modern Language 
Note.^ (Nov. W22), II, 575, 
58 J; Shelleys Dramatic Po- 
ems, 1918, MS. in Widener Li- 
brary, Harvard University, II, 
577; ''Prometheus Unbound, 
or Every Man His Own Alle- 
gorist,” P.M.L.Af (Jan. 1925), 
II, 577; “Shelley and the Ac- 
tive Padicals of the Early 
19th Century,’’ South Atlantic 
Quarterly ( July 1930 ) , 654, II, 
638; “ Shelley’s Swellfoot the 
Tyrant in Relation to Con- 
temporary Political Satires,” 
PM. LA, (Sept. 1921), 11,600; 
The Unextinguished Hearth 
(Durham, N. C., 1938), 653, 
657, 664, 696, 697, II, 554, 576- 
7, 580, 568, 584, 588, 591, 614, 

^ 619, 623, 696 

White, W. H.: “Notes on Shel- 


ley’s Birthplace,”. M(icl9liUans 
Magazine ( March 1879 ) , 56T^ 

White Dwarf, ♦ the, Gibbons 
, Merle editor, 574 • 

Whitlock, H.: Topographical 
and Historical Descfiption of 
the University and City of Ox- 
» ford (London, 1828), 585 ^ 

Whitton, William, Shelley family 
attorney: consulted by Sir 
Timothy on Shelley’s stub- 
bornness, 125; letter to Sir 
Bysshe on Shelley’s expulsion 
(quoted), 127; Timothy Shel- 
ley’s letters to, 128-9, 131, 421, 
602; correspondence with 
Shelley, 129; attitude on Shel- 
ley’s desire tp resign entail, 
130; investigates Shelley and 
Harriet, 153-4 ;and Sir Timo- 
thy’s idea of disinheriting 
Shelley, 155, 621; admoxlishes 
Timothy Shelley, 161; prefers 
not to speak with Shelley, 166; 
enrages Shelley, ^168; to Sir 
Bysshe on Shelley^ s Address to 
the Irish People, 209; notified 
Shelley of Sir Bysshe Shelley’s 
death, 394; trustee of Sir 
Bysshe’s estate, 395; and Sir 
Timothy Shelley’s settlement* 
with Shelley, 397; Mr. West- 
brook calls on, about Harriet’s 
children, 417; on Westbrook’s 
Chancery suy:, 418, 491, 492; 
writes to Sir Timothy on Shel- 
ley’s request for increase of his 
annuity, 448; writes to print- 
ers of Necessity of Atheism, 
598; and the stoppage of Shel- 
ley’s income, II, 285; passirn^, 
.160, 231, 387, 398, 429,^"466, 
542 

Whitton papers; Sir Timothy 
SheHey’s letter to Captain Pif- 
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fol^on S.heHey in, 6l3; Dr. 
William Roberts’s letters to Sir 
Timothy in, €43; sale of, 692 
Whole Duty of iian. The, re- 
quired reading of, at Eton, 33 
Wieland, C. M., read by Slielley, 

* «15 

Agaihon, rej^d by Shellay, 

, 309, 701, II, 540; and Pla- 
tonic love, 325; possible 
connection with Shelley s 
relations with Mary and 
Harriet, 349, 679, 701; and 
Alastor, 701; and the 
phrase Intellectual Beau- 
ty, 701 

Aristippus, read by Shelley, 

II, 13 , 

Peregrinus Proteus, read by 
Shelley, II, 540 

Wife for a Month, A, read by 
♦>ShiJley, II, 21 

Willats, William, money-lender, 
Shelley’s financial dealing 
with, 553-4, 743 
Williams, ^Edward Ellerker: 
hears oY Shelley from Medwin, 

II, 228; and Jane, invited to 
Pisa, II, 236; and Jane, arrival 
in Pisa,* II, 282, 606; account 
of, II, 282-^; his first impres- 
sions of Shelley (quoted), II, 
283;* letter to Trelawny on 
Shelley (quoted), IIf-283; and 
Jane, associajion with Shel- 
leys at Baths of Pisa, II, 291; 
and Jane, Mary Shelley with, 

II, 306; his portrait of Mary 
Shelley, II, 306; and Jane, ’as- 
sociation of Shelleys with 
(late 1821), II, 327; copies 
hellos, II, 328; and Ja«e, 
their lodgings in Pisa, II, 333; 
.member of Byron’s riding 
parties, II, 335, 336; ^Shelley 
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sends poem to, II, 346^ in- 
fluence of Shelley on, II, ^358; 
and Jane, Shelter’s happy as- 
sociation with,elj, 363^ % per- 
fect companion for Shelley, II, 

‘ 364t-5; last voyage of, II, 376- 
7; his last letter to Jane, II, 
379; his body found an& iden- 
tif ed, II, 380; and Shf3lley, ar- 
rangement ‘for cremation of, 
II, 381; and Shelley, cremation 
,,of, II, 381-2; his water-color 
j^ortrait of Shel^py, II, 518-19, 
524-30; his probable pencil 
sketches of Shelley, II, 524-5; 
journal df, and West’s sup- 
posed portrait of Shelley, If, 
•533; on the domestic frictions 
of Shelley and Mary in 1822, 
II, 621; and, Byron’s b^^t with 
Shelley, II, 635; “The .Prom- 
ise; or A /Year, A Month and A 
Day,” II, 290, ^11-12 

Williams, Edward Medwin, son 
of Edward Sllerker apd Jane, 
II, 283; on Hogg as a parent, 
II, 635 

Williams, Griffith John, MS. pa- 
pers of, Mrs. Williams-Ellis’s 
letter on “ Robin Pant Ifan ” 
in, 650 , 

Williams, Helen Maria: Shelley 
tries to see in Paris, §52, 711; 
The State of ^France in 1815, 
711 

Williams, J. Wheeler,* grandson 
of Edward and Jane, on Hogg, 
747, II, 635; on Shelley and 
Jane and “the great riddle,” 
II, 625 

Williams, Jane: Shelley’s poems 
to, and Mary Shelley, 732; 
Shelley’s attitude toward, II, 
174, 3B4; account of, II, 28§; 
Shelley’s estqem for, increases. 



Ilf 335; Shelley’s intended gift lished letter of Harriet Shelley- 
tojjl, S38t-d; and Shelley, II, to (quoted), IJ, 464-5; letter 

343-'#; hypnotizes Shelley, II, of S. Girdl^Stone to ^ quoted ) , 

34o-6; Shelley’s poems to, JI, II, 496-8, 499-500;. Eliza 

345-6, 462, 607, 617; on the* Westbrook’s letter tg ^quot- 

domestic frictions of Shelley ed), II, 498; D. E. Varney’s, ^ 
and<Mary, II, 346, 621; her dis- • ^letter to, about Shelley ( quot 
satisf^tion at Casa Magni, II, ed), II, 500-1, 501-2; passim, 
361; Snelley’s probable im^ro- 266, 300, 408, II, 236 
•priety with, II, 364; sees vi- Williams, Mrs. John: on Robert 

sion at Casa Magni, II, 368-9; Leeson, 258; on Shelley’s aid 
alar?h and distress over dis^^p- to the Tremadoc* Embank- 

pearance of the Dan Juan, II, ment, 267; her tribute to Shel- 

379; seeks news .of the Don ley’s benevolence, 268; passim, 

Juan, II, 379-80; estrangement , 646, 649 
from Mary Shelley, 'll, 384, Williams, Orlo: LamVs Friend, 

' 628; later life of, II, 384; and the Census Taker: Life and 

** The Sensitive Plant,” II, 563; Letters of Johri Rickman ( Ros- 
in Shelley’s “An Unfinished ton. New York, London, 

Drama,” II, 62l; Shelley pro- 1912), 620 

posis solving “ th^ gfeat rid- Williams, Owen, brother of John 
die ” with, li, 624; intellectual Williams, Shelley borrows 

limitations of, II, 626; and from, 275, 647 

Edward Williams’s wafeh, Williams, Robert, “Robin Pant 
II, 634; and T. J. Hogg, II, Ifan,” q. v. 

635 Williams, Sir Robert, on Shel^ 

Williams, John: Shelley meets, . ley’s aid to the Tremadoc Em- 
255; and Shelley’s arrest at bankment, 257 
Carnarvon, 256; his tribute to Williams, Rosalind, daughter of 
Shelley, 257; Madocks’s letter Edward Ellerker and Jan^^ 
to, on Shelley (quoted), 258; Williams, II, 283 
Elizabeth^ Hitchener’s letters Williams, Rumsey, solicitor in 
to, 264 , 265; Shelley works Carnarvon, and Shelley’s ar- 
with, for, Tremadoc Embank- rest, 643 
ment, 267; Shelley’s friendship Williams, WilSlam, brother, of 
for, 269; alleged source of Lee- J^l^^ Williams, 398, 650 
son story of Shelley’s radical Williams-Ellis, Mrs.: and Shel- ^ 
activities, 269, 646; on alleged ley’s sketch of his Tanyrallt^^ 

Tanyrallt assault, 281, 285; assailant, 649; on “ Rohin Pant ^ ^ 

Shelley’s d^bts to, 325, 643; Ifan,” 650 
Shelley’s possible delusion Wilson, Eunomu^ on- •Qu^en 
about, 433; Madotks’s letters ^Mab, in the Theological In- 
to, unpublished, 643; unpub- qwtrer (May 1815), 410 
lished . letter of Shelley to Wilson, John: review of Loop 
(quq^ed), If, 456; unpub- and^Cythna in Blackwoods. 
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EiRnbt^rgh hSlagazine ( quot- 
ed), II, 158-|60, and De Quin- 
cey, 18§; his potjns compared 
to Shelley’s in Edinburgh Eit- 
eraty , Gazette (Januaiy 2, 
,1829), II, 411; City of the 
Plague, read by Shelley, II, 

543; see also North, Christo- 
pher 

Wimburn and Co., Shelleys 
debt to, 398 

Winckelmann, Johann Joachim: 
History of Art [Dresden, 1764; 
French translations, 1766, 
1781], read by Shelley and 
Mary, II, 66, 75 

Windermere, Lake, Shelley and 
Harriet at, 320 

Windmill Inn, Salt Hill, Shelley’s 
retreat to, 400 

^Yin^or, Shelley takes house at, 

322, 324, 325 

Wise, T. J.: on Lady Shelley’s 
destruction of Trelawny’s let- 
ters concerning Mary, II, 626; 
passimp 605, 680, 681, II, 412; 
Bibliography of Byron (Lon- 
don, 1932), II, 612; Shelley’s 
The Necessity of Atheism, re- 
print (London, 1906), 597; A 
Shelley Library ( London, 
1925*), 674, 681, 744, II, 600, 

614, 636 

" Wisdom of Solomon,” read 
aloud by ShellC^y, II, 188 

WoelflF, Joseph, and Shelley’s 
youthful poems, 49 

Wolfe, Humbert, on Hogg’s Life 
of Shelley, 659; ed.; T. J. 
Hogg’s Life of Shelley (Lon- 

• dra,* 1933.), cited too fre- 
quently to specify 

Wollstonecraft, Everina, sister of 

. Mary Wollstonecraft: Fanny 

* Imlay’s hopes of empl6yment 
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by, 458; and Fanny Imla)^ su- 
icide, 471-2 tt * 
Wollstonecraft, ^Mary: ^ ^pie’s 
portrait of, 334;' Shelley s ad- 
• miration of, 349, 370; Shelley 
reads two books by, 349; her 
tomb, 371, II, 635; and^ Maria 
Gisborne, II, 15; and Mrs. Ma- 
son, II, 108-9; Letters from 
Norway, read by Shelley, il, 
539; Mary, A Fiction, rj^ad by 
^Shelley, 361 (with Mary), II, 
539; Rights of M^oman, 15, 637 
( ordered hy Shelley), II, 422; 
Wrongs Woman, read by 
Shelley, II, 540; View of th^ 
•French Revolution, read by 
Shelley, II, ^40; passim, 238, 
259, 362, II, 248 

Wood, Dr. James, receives Ne- 
cessify of^ Atheism, 112 
Woodberry, George Edward, 
ed.: Shelley's Poetical Works 
(4 vols., Bo^on, 1892), II, 412 
Woods, Margaret L.: “ Shelley at 
Tan-yr-all-t,” in Nineteenth 
Century (November 1911), 
642 

Woolen, W, H.: Letter in the 
Ealing Gazette (July 15, 
1922), on' Shelley at Syon 
House Academy ,4 565 
Wordsworth, Christopher: Mem- 
oirs of William Wordsworth 
(London, 1851), 11,637 
Wordsworth, William: Shelley’s 
early dislike of, 52; Shelley’s 
admiration of, 183, 702; Shel- 
ley on, 186, 450-1, 504, 718, II, 
169, 234, 458; hjs influence on^ 
Shelley’s style, 278, 279; influ- 
ence of, \n Alastorp,420, 699- 
700; influence of in " Mont 
Blanc,” 454; Shelley’s indigna- 
tion at political activity of, II, 
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^7; p^sim, 423, II, 279 
'-Jo M Freeholders of 
^ Westmoreland,” II, 25 
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